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DATE:         March  22,  2003 

TO:  Distribution  List  for  the  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI  Public  Housing  Project 

FROM:         Paul  Maltzer,  Environmental  Review  Officer 

SUBJECT:    Request  for  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Valencia  Gardens 
HOPE  VI  Public  Housing  Project  (Planning  Department  File  No.  2002.0809E) 

This  is  the  Draft  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI 
Public  Housing  Project.  A  public  hearing  will  be  held  on  the  adequacy  and  accuracy  of  this 
document.  After  the  public  hearing,  our  office  will  prepare  and  publish  a  document  titled 
"Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses"  that  will  contain  a  summary  of  all  relevant  comments 
on  this  Draft  EIR  and  our  responses  to  those  comments.  It  may  also  specify  changes  to  this  Draft 
ELR.  Those  who  testify  at  the  hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR  will  automatically  receive  a  copy  of  the 
Comments  and  Responses  document,  along  with  notice  of  the  date  reserved  for  certification; 
others  may  receive  a  copy  of  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  and  notice  by  request  or 
by  visiting  our  office.  This  Draft  EIR  together  with  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
document  will  be  considered  by  the  Planning  Commission  in  an  advertised  public  meeting  and 
will  be  certified  as  a  Final  EIR  if  deemed  adequate. 

After  certification,  we  will  modify  the  Draft  EIR  as  specified  by  the  Comments  and  Responses 
document  and  print  both  documents  in  a  single  publication  called  the  Final  ELR.  The  Final  ELR 
will  add  no  new  information  to  the  combination  of  the  two  documents  except  to  reproduce  the 
certification  resolution.  It  will  simply  provide  the  information  in  one  document,  rather  than  two. 
Therefore,  if  you  receive  a  copy  of  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  document  in 
addition  to  this  copy  of  the  Draft  ELR,  you  will  technically  have  a  copy  of  the  Final  ELR. 

We  are  aware  that  many  people  who  receive  the  Draft  ELR  and  Summary  of  Comments  and 
Responses  have  no  interest  in  receiving  virtually  the  same  information  after  the  ELR  has  been 
certified.  To  avoid  expending  money  and  paper  needlessly,  we  would  like  to  send  copies  of  the 
Final  EIR  to  private  individuals  only  if  they  request  them.  If  you  would  like  a  copy  of  the  Final 
ELR,  therefore,  please  fill  out  and  mail  the  postcard  provided  inside  the  back  cover  to  the  Major 
Environmental  Analysis  Office  of  the  Planning  Department  within  two  weeks  after  certification 
of  the  ELR.  Any  private  party  not  requesting  a  Final  ELR  by  that  time  will  not  be  mailed  a  copy. 
Public  agencies  on  the  distribution  list  will  automatically  receive  a  copy  of  the  Final  ELR. 


Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  this  project. 
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I.  SUMMARY 


A.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION  (P.  IH-1) 

The  proposed  project  would  be  the  replacement  construction  of  Valencia  Gardens  Public 
Housing.  Mission  Housing  Development  Corporation  (MHDC),  in  partnership  with  the  San 
Francisco  Housing  Authority  (SFHA),  proposes  to  redevelop  Valencia  Gardens  with  a  new 
residential  development  with  supporting  uses.  The  US  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  (HUD)  HOPE  VI  program,  along  with  tax  credit  financing  and  other  sources 
will  be  used  to  fund  the  project.  The  new  construction  would  consist  of  15  three-story 
buildings  and  two  four-story  buildings  containing  up  to  290  residential  units,  a  community 
center  (approximately  5,400  square  feet  (sq.ft.));  a  childcare  center  (approximately  3,500 
sq.ft.);  a  computer  learning  center  (approximately  3,000  sq.ft.);  an  outdoor  child  play  space 
(approximately  2,300  sq.ft.)  and  other  semi-public  community  open  space;  and  86  surface 
parking  spaces.  The  proposed  project  would  be  designed  with  an  architectural  character 
intended  to  reflect  the  scale  and  style  of  residential  structures  in  the  surrounding 
neighborhood;  the  residential  units  would  be  oriented  as  walk-up  apartments  in  street-facing 
row  houses;  the  two  buildings  on  Valencia  Street  would  each  have  a  residential  entry  elevator 
lobby.  The  Valencia  Street  buildings  would  have  a  ground  story  design  that  would  reflect  the 
commercial  uses  on  that  street.  The  project  would  include  architectural  features  such  as  bay 
windows,  varied  rooflines  and  varied  massing.  New  streets  would  be  introduced  to  create 
blocks  similar  to  those  in  the  surrounding  Mission  District  neighborhood. 

The  proposed  project  would  demolish  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens.  The  existing  22  three- 
story  buildings  owned  by  the  SFHA  contain  246  rental  units,  community  space,  a  computer 
learning  center,  property  management  facilities,  a  childcare  center,  community  open  space, 
and  82  surface  parking  spaces.  In  anticipation  of  the  proposed  project,  and  in  compliance  with 
the  Valencia  Gardens  Relocation  Plan  submitted  to  and  approved  by  HUD  in  2000, 
approximately  172  of  the  246  units  (70  percent  of  the  units)  have  been  vacated.  The 
remaining  units  would  be  relocated  prior  to  demolition  of  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens. 
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The  Valencia  Gardens  project  site  is  located  at  340-370  Valencia  Street  on  the  block  bounded 
by  Valencia,  Guerrero,  14th,  and  15th  Streets  in  the  Mission  District  of  San  Francisco.  The 
approximately  five-acre  site  occupies  most  of  the  block  on  Lot  2  Assessor's  Block  3546.  The 
project  site  is  within  a  RM-1  Zoning  District  (Residential,  Mixed  Districts,  Low  Density). 
The  northernmost  portion  of  the  site  is  in  a  50-X  Height  and  Bulk  District,  and  the  remainder 
of  the  site  is  within  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District.  The  proposed  project  would  require 
Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  Planning  Commission  to  determine  qualification  as  a 
Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD)  under  Section  304  of  the  City  Planning  Code. 

The  MHDC's  main  objective  is  to  build  high  quality,  well  designed,  cost  efficient  and 
affordable  multi-family  and  senior  units,  and  community  space  to  benefit  to  the  residents  and 
surrounding  community.  According  to  the  MHDC,  objectives  of  the  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE 
VI  project  include: 

•  Continue  to  provide  affordable  housing  opportunities  yet  decrease  the  concentration  of 
public  housing  units; 

•  Provide  unit  types  to  best  meet  the  needs  of  families  and  seniors  in  affordable  housing; 

•  Provide  economically  sustainable  supportive  services  for  its  residents  as  well  as  the 
community; 

•  Remediate  the  physical  hazards  of  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens,  including  soil 
stabilization; 

•  Blend  the  design  of  new  buildings  into  the  surrounding  community;  and 

•  Improve  public  housing  facilities,  amenities,  security,  and  Americans  with  Disabilities 
Act  (ADA)  access  at  the  site. 

B.  MAIN  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  (P.  IV-1) 

An  application  for  environmental  evaluation  for  the  project  was  filed  with  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department  on  July  17,  2002.  On  the  basis  of  an  Initial  Study  published  on 
November  9,  2002,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  determined  that  an  EIR  was 
required.  The  Initial  Study  determined  that  the  following  effects  of  the  project  would  either  be 
insignificant  or  would  be  reduced  to  a  less-than-significant  level  by  mitigation  measures 
included  as  a  part  of  the  project,  and  thus  required  no  further  analysis:  compatibility  with 


Case  No.  2002.0809E  Draft  EIR 

  1-2  

Valencia  Gardens  Hope  VI  Public  Housing  Project  March  22,  2003 


I.  Summary 


existing  zoning  and  plans,  land  use,  visual  quality,  population,  transportation,  noise,  air 
quality,  shadow,  wind,  utilities/public  services,  biology,  geology /topography,  water, 
energy /natural  resources,  hazards,  and  archeological  resources.  (The  Initial  Study  has  been 
included  as  Appendix  A  of  this  document).  Therefore,  the  EIR  does  not  discuss  these  issues. 
The  Initial  Study  found  the  potential  for  significant  environmental  effects  in  the  area  of 
architectural  resources. 

ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 

Valencia  Gardens,  sponsored  by  the  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority  (SFHA),  was  designed 
by  well-known  architects  Harry  Thomsen  and  William  Wurster  in  1941,  and  was  completed  by 
late  spring  of  1943  under  the  US  Housing  Authority's  slum  clearance  program.  The  complex 
is  comprised  of  22  linked  three-story  buildings  arrayed  in  a  serpentine  plan  with  internal 
courtyards.  Valencia  Gardens  is  an  example  of  a  "court  plan,"  using  inward  facing  buildings 
at  the  perimeter  of  the  site,  creating  spacious  and  protected  inner  courtyards.  Architect 
William  Wurster  has  been  widely  recognized  for  his  use  of  Bay  Area  architectural  style  and 
has  been  called  the  founder  of  the  Bay  Area  regional  school  of  architecture.  The  Valencia 
Gardens  buildings  have  been  altered  over  the  last  59  years  but  are  currently  considered  to  be 
in  a  fair  condition. 

Garden  courtyards,  including  rounded  beds  on  the  site,  were  designed  by  well-known 
landscape  architect  Thomas  Church.  Thomas  Church  was  responsible  for  the  design  of  over 
2,000  residential  gardens,  housing  developments,  and  corporate  and  college  campuses,  and  is 
considered  a  pioneer  of  modern  landscape  design.  The  garden  courtyards  retain  a  high  degree 
of  integrity. 

Sculptures  created  by  Beniemino  (Benny)  Bufano  were  featured  in  the  courtyards  and  are  still 
at  their  original  location.  These  sculptures  are  in  good  condition  and  would  be  removed 
during  construction;  subject  to  approval  of  the  San  Francisco  Arts  Commission,  the  owners  of 
these  sculptures,  the  sculptures  would  later  be  incorporated  into  the  proposed  project. 

The  SFHA  was  awarded  a  HUD  HOPE  VI  grant  in  1997  for  improvements  to  Valencia 
Gardens.  In  order  to  release  the  HUD  HOPE  VI  grant  funds  for  demolition  or  re-construction 
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of  Valencia  Gardens,  the  proposed  project  requires  review  pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act.  It  is  anticipated  that  SFHA  and  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  will  enter  into  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  to  address  the 
project's  effects  on  historical  properties  including  demolition  of  the  existing  structures  and 
archaeological  resources  pursuant  to  Section  106. 

The  survey  prepared  by  Carey  &  Co.  for  the  Section  106  review  concludes  that  the  Valencia 
Gardens  complex  is  eligible  for  listing  as  a  district  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
under  Criterion  A,  due  to  its  association  with  the  social  and  architectural  history  of  public 
housing,  and  under  Criterion  C,  because  it  is  the  work  of  a  well-known  Bay  Area  architect, 
landscape  architect  and  sculptor,  and  embodies  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  the  Modern 
style  associated  with  the  Bay  Area.  The  Valencia  Gardens  complex  appears  to  fall  under  the 
category  of  district  in  that  it  possesses  a  significant  concentration,  linkage,  or  continuity  of 
sites,  buildings,  structures  or  objects  united  historically  or  aesthetically  by  plan  or  physical 
development. 

If  the  Section  106  process  results  in  determination  that  Valencia  Gardens  meets  National 
Register  criteria,  Valencia  Gardens  would  then  be  included  in  the  California  Register  of 
Historical  Resources  and  would  meet  the  definition  of  an  "historical  resource."  The 
demolition  of  Valencia  Gardens  would  then  be  "deemed  significant"  per  CEQA  Section 
21084.1.  The  proposed  project  would  demolish  all  22  existing  residential  buildings  and 
landscaping  and  would  remove  surface  parking  on  the  project  site.  Demolition  of  the  existing 
Valencia  Gardens  buildings  would  be  a  significant  adverse  effect  of  the  proposed  project  on 
cultural  resources. 

C.  MITIGATION  AND  IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES  (P.  V-l) 

Mitigation  measures  identified  in  this  EIR  or  in  the  Initial  Study  to  mitigate  significant 
environmental  effects  are  listed  below.  Certain  Mitigation  Measures  that  were  included  in  the 
Initial  Study  have  been  revised  since  the  publication  of  the  Initial  Study;  changes  to  the 
measures  are  indicated  in  underline.  Mitigation  measures  would  reduce  but  not  eliminate 
significant  architectural  resources  effects. 
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ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 


1.  Prior  to  any  physical  removal  of  buildings  or  site  features,  the  Project  Sponsor  would 
prepare,  or  cause  to  be  prepared,  documentation  of  the  Valencia  Gardens  complex. 
Such  documentation  would  include  the  precise  recording  of  the  structures  through 
measurements,  drawings,  and  photographs  and  would  meet  the  Historic  American 
Buildings  Survey  (HABS)  recordation  standards.  The  HABS  documentation  would 
include  the  following: 

•  HABS  outline  report  would  be  prepared  and  would  include  descriptive  and 
historical  information  on  the  buildings,  the  architects,  the  landscaping,  the 
landscape  architect,  the  sculptures,  and  the  artist.  Information  from  the  previous 
reports  prepared,  including  the  Valencia  Gardens  Draft  Historic  Significance 
Evaluation,  Carey  &  Co.,  1997,  and  the  Verification  of  Historic  Significance, 
Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI Project,  Carey  &  Co.,  2002,  would  be  used  to  fulfill 
some  of  the  requirements  for  descriptive  and  historical  information 

•  Photographic  documentation  of  the  exterior  of  Valencia  Gardens'  neighborhood 
setting,  buildings,  courtyards,  landscape  and  site  features,  and  sculptures  would  be 
prepared. 

•  Photographic  documentation  of  selected  interiors,  including  a  typical  dwelling  unit, 
would  be  prepared.  The  selected  dwelling  unit  would  be  appropriately  described  in 
the  outline  report  and  keyed  to  the  photographs. 

•  All  photographic  documentation  would  follow  the  HABS  Photographic  Standards 
for  detail  and  quality,  use  of  large  format  photographs  and  negatives,  archival 
processing,  labeling,  and  sacrificial  test  prints.  Two  sets  of  archival  prints  and  one 
set  of  archival  negatives  would  be  prepared. 

•  Existing  architect's  drawings  of  the  housing  complex  would  be  included  in  the 
HABS  documentation.  Reference  would  be  made  in  the  documentation  report  to  the 
repository  where  the  drawings  are  housed. 

2.  The  documentation  of  Valencia  Gardens  would  be  submitted  to  the  following 
repositories: 

•  Documentation  report  and  one  set  of  photographs  and  negatives  would  be  submitted 
to  the  History  Room  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library. 

•  Documentation  report  would  be  submitted  to  the  Northwest  Information  Center  of 
the  California  Historical  Resources  Information  Resource  System. 

•  Documentation  report,  one  set  of  photographs,  original  drawings,  and  rehabilitation 
drawings  would  be  submitted  to  the  Wurster,  Bernardi  &  Emmons  Collection, 
1922-1974,  Environmental  Design  Archives  in  the  College  of  Environmental 
Design,  University  of  California,  Berkeley.  The  original  drawings  are  identified  in 
the  Appendix  II  of  Draft  Historic  Significance  Evaluation  of  the  Valencia  Gardens 
as  "Original  Drawings  for  Valencia  Gardens  on  03-10-41  by  Harry  A.  Thomsen  Jr. 
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and  William  Wilson  Wurster."  The  rehabilitation  drawings  are  identified  as 
"Renovation  Drawings  for  Kitchens  and  Bathrooms  on  12-28-73  by  the  Housing 
Authority  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco."  Both  drawings  sets  are  in  the 
possession  of  the  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority. 

•  The  documentation  report  and  xerographic  copies  of  the  photographs  would  be 
submitted  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  for  review  prior  to  issuance  of 
any  permit  that  may  be  required  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  for 
demolition  of  Valencia  Gardens. 

•  The  documentation  report  and  xerographic  copies  of  the  photographs  would  be 
submitted  to  the  San  Francisco  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board. 

3.  The  Project  Sponsor  would  provide  a  publicly  accessible  interpretive  display  area  on 
the  project  site  to  include  interpretive  materials,  such  as  photographs,  oral  histories, 
architectural  drawings  and  site  plans,  and/or  written  histories  documenting  the  lives  of, 
and  events  associated  with,  past  occupants  of  the  Valencia  Gardens  Housing  Project. 
The  interpretive  display  would  be  submitted  to  the  San  Francisco  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  for  review  and  approval  prior  to  final  installation. 

4.  The  Project  Sponsor  would  work  with  the  San  Francisco  Arts  Commission  to 
incorporate  the  Bufano  sculptures  into  the  proposed  site  design.  Subject  to  Arts 
Commission  approval,  the  Bufano  sculptures  would  be  returned  to  the  project  site  after 
construction.  Prior  to  removing  the  sculptures  from  the  site,  an  art  conservator  would 
inspect  each  sculpture  to  determine  their  existing  condition.  A  qualified  mover  with 
experience  in  moving  fine  art  pieces  would  be  contracted  to  move  the  sculptures  to  a 
storage  facility  during  construction  of  the  proposed  project.  The  storage  facility  would 
be  one  recommended  by  the  art  conservator.  The  same  moving  company  would  move 
the  sculptures  back,  and  their  placement  on  the  project  site  would  be  supervised  by  the 
art  conservator. 

NOISE 

5.  The  Project  Sponsor  shall  require  project  construction  contractor(s)  to  pre-drill  holes  to 
the  maximum  depth  feasible  on  the  basis  of  soil  conditions.  Contractors  shall  be 
required  to  use  construction  equipment  with  state-of-the-art  noise  shielding  and 
muffling  devices. 

6.  The  Project  Sponsor  shall  incorporate  any  noise  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the 
Noise  Assessment  of  the  Special  Environmental  Clearance  prepared  according  to  HUD 
regulations  (24  CFR  Part  51,  Subpart  B). 

AIR  QUALITY 

7.  The  Project  Sponsor  shall  require  the  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  site  with  water  during 
excavation  and  construction  activities;  spray  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at 
least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks 
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hauling  debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during 
excavation  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions. 

8.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that 
non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  Project  Sponsor 
would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water 
Program  for  this  purpose.  The  Project  Sponsor  shall  require  the  project  contractor(s) 
to  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of 
particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors  when 
equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of 
specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  from  equipment  that  would  be  in 
frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period. 

GEOLOGY 

9.  One  or  more  geotechnical  investigations  by  a  California-licensed  geotechnical  engineer 
are  included  as  part  of  the  project.  The  Project  Sponsor  and  its  contractors  shall  follow 
the  recommendations  of  the  final  geotechnical  reports  regarding  any  excavation  and 
construction  for  the  project.  The  Project  Sponsor  shall  ensure  that  the  construction 
contractor  conducts  a  pre-construction  survey  of  existing  conditions  and  monitors  the 
adjacent  buildings  for  damage  during  construction,  if  recommended  by  the  geotechnical 
engineer. 

10.  If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  shall  address  the  potential 
settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  on  this  discussion,  the 
soils  report  would  determine  whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey 
should  be  done  to  monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and 
adjacent  streets.  If  a  monitoring  survey  were  recommended,  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection  would  require  that  a  Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of 
the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  Project  Sponsor  to  perform  this  monitoring. 
Instruments  shall  be  used  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during 
construction,  groundwater  recharge  shall  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  The  Project 
Sponsor  shall  delay  construction  if  necessary.  Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary 
repairs  to  service  lines  under  the  street  shall  be  born  by  the  Project  Sponsor. 

If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  Project  Sponsor  and  its  contractor  shall  follow  the 
geotechnical  engineers'  recommendations  regarding  dewatering  to  avoid  settlement  of 
adjacent  streets,  utilities,  and  buildings  that  could  potentially  occur  as  a  result  of 
dewatering. 

11.  The  Project  Sponsor  and  its  contractor  shall  follow  the  geotechnical  engineers' 
recommendations  regarding  installation  of  settlement  markers  around  the  perimeter  of 
shoring  to  monitor  any  ground  movements  outside  of  the  shoring  itself.  Shoring 
systems  shall  be  modified  as  necessary  in  the  event  that  substantial  movements  are 
detected. 
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WATER  QUALITY 

12.  If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  Project  Sponsor  shall  follow  the  recommendations  of 
the  geotechnical  engineer  or  environmental  remediation  consultant,  in  consultation  with 
the  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works,  regarding  treatment,  if  any,  of  pumped  groundwater  prior  to  discharge  to  the 
combined  sewer  system. 

If  dewatering  were  necessary,  groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  shall  be  retained  in  a 
holding  tank  to  allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  were  found  to  be  necessary 
by  the  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  to  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the  combined  sewer  system. 

13.  The  Project  Sponsor  shall  require  the  general  contractor  to  install  and  maintain 
sediment  traps  in  local  storm  water  intakes  during  construction  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
sediment  entering  the  combined  sewer  system,  if  this  were  found  to  be  necessary  by  the 
Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works. 

HAZARDS 


14.      In  addition  to  local,  state,  and  federal  requirements  for  handling  hazardous  materials 
and  soil  and  groundwater  containing  chemical  contaminants,  the  Project  Sponsor  shall 
enter  into  a  remedial  action  agreement  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health  pursuant 
to  Health  and  Safety  Code  Section  101480  et  seq.  At  a  minimum,  the  Project  Sponsor 
shall  undertake  the  following  work  and  any  additional  requirements  imposed  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Health  under  the  agreement  if  soil  samples  for  waste 
characterization  and  disposal  acceptance  indicate  that  chemical  concentrations  in  the 
soil  are  above  any  of  the  U.S.  EPA  Preliminary  Remediation  Goals  for  Residential  Soil 
(PRGs). 


a.       The  Project  Sponsor  shall  implement  a  project  specific  health  and  safety  plan 
(HSP)  to  be  used  during  construction  activities.  The  HSP  shall  address  the 
safety  and  health  hazards  of  the  project  and  procedures  for  the  protection  of 
construction  workers  whom  may  be  in  contact  with  potentially  contaminated 
soil.  The  HSP  shall  also  specify  site  control  programs,  engineering  controls, 
safe  work  practices,  air  monitoring  requirements,  and  a  description  of  proper 
personal  protective  equipment.  The  plan  shall  also  include  measure  to  minimize 
public  exposure  to  potentially  contaminated  soil  (i.e.,  dust).  Such  measures 
would  include  dust  control,  appropriate  site  security,  restriction  of  public 
access,  and  posting  of  warning  signs. 

If  contaminated  soils  are  encountered  during  earth-moving  activities,  these  soils 
shall  be  disposed  of  off-site  in  accordance  with  California  hazardous  waste 
disposal  regulations  (CCR  Title  26)  or  shall  be  managed  in  place  with  approval 
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of  the  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC),  the 
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB),  or  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH). 

b.  Prior  to  any  demolition  or  excavation  at  the  project  site  the  Project  Sponsor 
shall  conduct  surveys  to  identify  any  potentially  hazardous  materials  (e.g., 
asbestos,  lead-based  paints,  PCBs,  mercury)  in  existing  buildings  or  building 
materials.  At  a  minimum,  these  surveys  shall  identify  any  hazardous  materials 
that  would  require  removal  and  disposal  prior  to  demolition.  These  surveys 
shall  be  completed  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or  a  similarly 
qualified  individual. 

c.  All  reports  and  plans  prepared  in  accordance  with  this  mitigation  measure  shall 
be  provided  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  and  any  other 
agencies  identified  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health.  When  all  hazardous 
materials  have  been  removed  from  existing  buildings,  and  soil  and  groundwater 
analysis  and  other  activities  have  been  completed,  as  appropriate,  the  Project 
Sponsor  shall  submit  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (and  any  other  agencies  identified  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Health)  a  report  stating  that  the  mitigation  measure  has 
been  implemented.  The  report  shall  describe  the  steps  taken  to  comply  with  the 
mitigation  measure  and  include  all  verifying  documentation.  The  report  shall  be 
certified  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or  a  similarly  qualified 
individual  who  states  that  all  necessary  mitigation  measures  have  been 
implemented. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

15.      Based  on  a  reasonable  presumption  that  archeological  resources  may  be  present  within 
the  project  site,  the  following  measures  shall  be  undertaken  to  avoid  any  potentially 
significant  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed  project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical 
resources.  The  Project  Sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archeological 
consultant  having  expertise  in  California  prehistoric  and  urban  historical  archeology. 
The  archeological  consultant  shall  undertake  an  archeological  testing  program  as 
specified  herein.  In  addition,  the  consultant  shall  be  available  to  conduct  an 
archeological  monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  program  if  required  pursuant  to  this 
measure.  The  archeological  consultant's  work  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with 
this  measure  and  with  the  requirements  of  the  project  archaeological  research  design 
and  treatment  plan  (Archeo-Tec,  From  Bull  Fights  to  Baseball:  Archaeological 
Research  Design  and  Treatment  Plan  for  the  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI  Project, 
December  2002)  at  the  direction  of  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO).  In 
instances  of  any  inconsistency  between  the  requirements  of  the  project  archaeological 
research  design  and  treatment  plan  and  of  this  archaeological  mitigation  measure,  the 
requirement  of  the  latter  shall  prevail.  All  plans  and  reports  prepared  by  the  consultant 
as  specified  herein  shall  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO  for  review  and 
comment,  and  shall  be  considered  draft  reports  subject  to  revision  until  final  approval 
by  the  ERO.  Archeological  monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  programs  required  by  this 
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measure  could  suspend  construction  of  the  project  for  up  to  a  maximum  of  four  weeks. 
At  the  direction  of  the  ERO,  the  suspension  of  construction  can  be  extended  beyond 
four  weeks  only  if  such  a  suspension  is  the  only  feasible  means  to  reduce  to  a  less  than 
significant  level  potential  effects  on  a  significant  archeological  resource  as  defined  in 
CEQA  Guidelines  Sect.  15064.5  (a)(c). 

Archeological  Testing  Program.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  prepare  and  submit 
to  the  ERO  for  review  and  approval  an  archeological  testing  plan  (ATP).  The 
archeological  testing  program  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  approved 
ATP.  The  ATP  shall  identify  the  property  types  of  the  expected  archeological 
resource(s)  that  potentially  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  the 
testing  method  to  be  used,  and  the  locations  recommended  for  testing.  The  purpose  of 
the  archeological  testing  program  will  be  to  determine  to  the  extent  possible  the 
presence  or  absence  of  archeological  resources  and  to  identify  and  to  evaluate  whether 
any  archeological  resource  encountered  on  the  site  constitutes  an  historical  resource 
under  CEQA. 

At  the  completion  of  the  archeological  testing  program,  the  archeological  consultant 
shall  submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  to  the  ERO.  If  based  on  the  archeological 
testing  program  the  archeological  consultant  finds  that  significant  archeological 
resources  may  be  present,  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant 
shall  determine  if  additional  measures  are  warranted.  Additional  measures  that  may  be 
undertaken  include  additional  archeological  testing,  archeological  monitoring,  and/or 
an  archeological  data  recovery  program.  If  the  ERO  determines  that  a  significant 
archeological  resource  is  present  and  that  the  resource  could  be  adversely  affected  by 
the  proposed  project,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Project  Sponsor  either: 

A)  The  proposed  project  shall  be  re-designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect 
on  the  significant  archeological  resource;  or 

B)  A  data  recovery  program  shall  be  implemented,  unless  the  ERO  determines 
that  the  archeological  resource  is  of  greater  interpretive  than  research 
significance  and  that  interpretive  use  of  the  resource  is  feasible. 

Archeological  Monitoring  Program.  If  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological 
consultant  determines  that  an  archeological  monitoring  program  shall  be  implemented 
the  archeological  monitoring  program  shall  minimally  include  the  following  provisions: 

•    The  archeological  consultant,  Project  Sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult  on 
the  scope  of  the  AMP  reasonably  prior  to  any  project-related  soils  disturbing 
activities  commencing.  The  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant 
shall  determine  what  project  activities  shall  be  archeologically  monitored.  In  most 
cases,  any  soils-  disturbing  activities,  such  as  demolition,  foundation  removal, 
excavation,  grading,  utilities  installation,  foundation  work,  driving  of  piles 
(foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  site  remediation,  etc.,  shall  require  archeological 
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monitoring  because  of  the  risk  these  activities  pose  to  potential  archaeological 
resources  and  to  their  depositional  context; 

•  The  archeological  consultant  shall  advise  all  project  contractors  to  be  on  the  alert 
for  evidence  of  the  presence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  of  how  to  identify  the 
evidence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  and  of  the  appropriate  protocol  in  the  event  of 
apparent  discovery  of  an  archeological  resource; 

•  The  archeological  monitor(s)  shall  be  present  on  the  project  site  according  to  a 
schedule  agreed  upon  by  the  archeological  consultant  and  the  ERO  until  the  ERO 
has,  in  consultation  with  project  archeological  consultant,  determined  that  project 
construction  activities  could  have  no  effects  on  significant  archeological  deposits; 

•  The  archeological  monitor  shall  record  and  be  authorized  to  collect  soil  samples 
and  artifactual/ecofactual  material  as  warranted  for  analysis; 

•  If  an  intact  archeological  deposit  is  encountered,  all  soils-disturbing  activities  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  deposit  shall  cease.  The  archeological  monitor  shall  be  empowered 
to  temporarily  redirect  demolition/excavation/pile  driving/construction  activities 
and  equipment  until  the  deposit  is  evaluated.  If  in  the  case  of  pile  driving  activity 
(foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  the  archeological  monitor  has  cause  to  believe  that  the 
pile  driving  activity  may  affect  an  archeological  resource,  the  pile  driving  activity 
shall  be  terminated  until  an  appropriate  evaluation  of  the  resource  has  been  made  in 
consultation  with  the  ERO.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  immediately  notify 
the  ERO  of  the  encountered  archeological  deposit.  The  archeological  consultant 
shall  make  a  reasonable  effort  to  assess  the  identity,  integrity,  and  significance  of 
the  encountered  archeological  deposit,  and  present  the  findings  of  this  assessment  to 
the  ERO. 

Whether  or  not  significant  archeological  resources  are  encountered,  the  archeological 
consultant  shall  submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  of  the  monitoring  program  to  the 
ERO. 

Archeological  Data  Recovery  Program.  The  archeological  data  recovery  program  shall 
be  conducted  in  accord  with  an  archeological  data  recovery  plan  (ADRP).  The 
archeological  consultant,  Project  Sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult  on  the 
scope  of  the  ADRP  prior  to  preparation  of  a  draft  ADRP.  The  archeological  consultant 
shall  submit  a  draft  ADRP  to  the  ERO.  The  ADRP  shall  identify  how  the  proposed 
data  recovery  program  will  preserve  the  significant  information  the  archeological 
resource  is  expected  to  contain.  That  is,  the  ADRP  will  identify  what 
scientific/historical  research  questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected  resource,  what 
data  classes  the  resource  is  expected  to  possess,  and  how  the  expected  data  classes 
would  address  the  applicable  research  questions.  Data  recovery,  in  general,  should  be 
limited  to  the  portions  of  the  historical  property  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the 
proposed  project.  Destructive  data  recovery  methods  shall  not  be  applied  to  portions  of 
the  archeological  resources  if  nondestructive  methods  are  practical. 
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The  scope  of  the  ADRP  shall  include  the  following  elements: 

•  Field  Methods  and  Procedures.  Descriptions  of  proposed  field  strategies, 
procedures,  and  operations. 

•  Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis.  Description  of  selected  cataloguing  system 
and  artifact  analysis  procedures. 

•  Discard  and  Deaccession  Policy.  Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and  post- 
field  discard  and  deaccession  policies. 

•  Interpretive  Program.  Consideration  of  an  on-site/off-site  public  interpretive 
program  during  the  course  of  the  archeological  data  recovery  program. 

•  Security  Measures.  Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the  archeological 
resource  from  vandalism,  looting,  and  non-intentionally  damaging  activities. 

•  Final  Report.  Description  of  proposed  report  format  and  distribution  of  results. 

•  Curation.  Description  of  the  procedures  and  recommendations  for  the  curation  of 
any  recovered  data  having  potential  research  value,  identification  of  appropriate 
curation  facilities,  and  a  summary  of  the  accession  policies  of  the  curation 
facilities. 


Human  Remains  and  Associated  or  Unassociated  Funerary  Objects.  The  treatment  of 
human  remains  and  of  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  discovered  during 
any  soils  disturbing  activity  shall  comply  with  applicable  State  and  Federal  laws.  This 
shall  include  immediate  notification  of  the  Coroner  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  and  in  the  event  of  the  Coroner's  determination  that  the  human  remains  are 
Native  American  remains,  notification  of  the  California  State  Native  American 
Heritage  Commission  (NAHC)  who  shall  appoint  a  Most  Likely  Descendant  (MLD) 
(Pub.  Res.  Code  Sec.  5097.98).  The  archeological  consultant,  Project  Sponsor,  and 
MLD  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  develop  an  agreement  for  the  treatment  of, 
with  appropriate  dignity,  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary 
objects  (CEQA  Guidelines.  Sec.  15064.5(d)).  The  agreement  should  take  into 
consideration  the  appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis, 
custodianship,  curation,  and  final  disposition  of  the  human  remains  and  associated  or 
unassociated  funerary  objects.  If  the  human  remains  are  not  Native  American,  the 
archaeological  consultant  will  notify  the  Roman  Catholic  Archdiocese  of  San  Francisco 
who  will  be  afforded  a  reasonable  time  to  make  recommendations  to  the  Project 
Sponsor  and  consultant  for  the  treatment  and  disposition  of  the  remains  and  associated 
burial  items.  Following  consultation  with  the  Roman  Catholic  Archdiocese,  a 
procedure  for  the  treatment  of  non-Native  American  human  remains  and  associated 
burial  items  that  may  include  the  preservation,  removal,  analysis,  curation,  or 
reinternment  of  the  human  remains  and/or  associated  burial  items  will  be  formulated 
and  implemented. 
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Final  Archeological  Resources  Report.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a 
Draft  Final  Archeological  Resources  Report  (FARR)  to  the  ERO  that  evaluates  the 
historical  significance  of  any  discovered  archeological  resource  and  describes  the 
archeological  and  historical  research  methods  employed  in  the  archeological 
testing/monitoring/data  recovery  program(s)  undertaken.  Information  that  may  put  at 
risk  any  archeological  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert  within 
the  final  report. 

Once  approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows: 
California  Archaeological  Site  Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC)  shall 
receive  one  (1)  copy  and  the  ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR 
to  the  NWIC.  The  Major  Environmental  Analysis  division  of  the  Planning  Department 
shall  receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies  of  any  formal  site  recordation 
forms  (CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places/California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of 
high  public  interest  in  or  the  high  interpretive  value  of  the  resource,  the  ERO  may 
require  a  different  final  report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than  that  presented 
above. 

IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES 

Improvement  Measures  identified  in  this  Draft  EIR  or  in  the  Initial  Study  to  reduce  effects  of 
the  project  that  are  identified  in  the  environmental  analysis  as  being  less-than-significant 
impacts  are  listed  below. 

Improvement  Measure  1.  Loading 

To  accommodate  large  truck  deliveries,  particularly  for  move-ins,  the  building 
management  shall  work  with  tenants  to  schedule  large  deliveries  and  block  off  on-street 
parking  spaces  in  the  private  street  with  cones  for  loading  activities.  To  accommodate 
passenger  loading  for  the  childcare  use,  two  on  street  parking  spaces  on  Valencia  shall 
be  designated  a  passenger  loading  zone  during  the  morning  drop-off  and  afternoon  pick 
up  periods.  This  shall  be  accomplished  though  Project  Sponsor  coordination  with  the 
DPT. 

Improvement  Measure  2.  Limit  Construction  Movement  of  Off-Peak  Hours 

Any  construction  traffic  occurring  between  7:00  AM  and  9:00  AM  or  between  3:30 
PM  and  6:00  PM  would  coincide  with  peak  hour  traffic  and  could  impede  traffic  flow. 
The  impact  of  lane  closures  and  construction  traffic  would  decrease  the  capacity  of 
streets  and  slow  the  movement  of  traffic  (including  Muni  buses).  To  the  extent 
possible  for  future  projects  in  the  study  area,  truck  movements  shall  be  limited  to  the 
hours  between  9:00  AM  and  3:30  PM  to  minimize  disruption  of  the  general  traffic  flow 
on  adjacent  streets. 
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Improvement  Measure  3.  Coordinate  with  City  Departments  to  Reduce  Traffic  and 
Pedestrian  Impacts  During  Construction 

The  Project  Sponsor  and  construction  contractor  shall  meet  with  the  Traffic 
Engineering  Division  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  and  the  Fire 
Department  to  determine  feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic 
congestion  and  pedestrian  circulation  impacts  during  construction  of  the  project.  In 
addition,  to  ensure  that  construction  activities  do  not  impact  Muni  bus  stops  or  routes 
in  the  area,  the  Project  Sponsor  shall  coordinate  with  Muni's  Chief  Inspector  prior  to 
construction. 

D.  UNRESOLVED  ISSUES  AND  AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY  (P.  VI-1) 

The  principal  area  of  controversy  associated  with  the  proposed  project  is  the  potential  impact 
of  demolition  of  Valencia  Gardens.  For  purposes  of  CEQA,  Valencia  Gardens  is  treated  in 
this  Draft  EIR  as  an  historical  resource  and  its  demolition  would  be  a  significant  adverse 
effect.  However,  if  Section  106  results  in  a  determination  that  the  project  was  not  eligible  for 
listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  than  its  status  under  CEQA  could  be 
revised. 

The  design  of  the  proposed  buildings  is  not  final  and  the  EIR  analysis  of  potential  impacts 
associated  with  the  replacement  buildings  is  based  on  schematic  or  preliminary  design 
information  that  could  be  refined  and/or  modified  during  the  project  review  and  approval 
process.  Design  modifications  are  not  expected  to  alter  the  analysis  and  conclusions  of  this 
EIR;  however,  any  proposed  changes  will  be  evaluated  by  Planning  Department  staff  to 
determine  if  new  significant  impacts  would  result. 

E.  ALTERNATIVES  (P.  VH-1) 

In  compliance  with  CEQA  requirements,  this  EIR  analyzes  a  reasonable  range  of  project 
alternatives  that  would  reduce  or  eliminate  significant  impacts  of  the  project.  These 
alternatives  include:  a  No  Project  Alternative,  and  the  Preservation/Rehabilitation  Alternative. 
A  No  Project  Alternative  would  cause  the  SFHA  to  forfeit  use  of  its  HOPE  VI  funding, 
awarded  by  the  HUD  for  the  purpose  of  revitalizing  Valencia  Gardens.  The  loss  of  federal 
funding  would  limit  the  SFHA's  ability  to  provide  affordable  housing  opportunities  and 
decrease  the  concentration  of  public  housing  units.  The  Preservation/Rehabilitation 
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Alternative  would  preserve  the  defining  exterior  characteristics  of  the  existing  Valencia 
Gardens  buildings  while  substantially  upgrading  the  interiors  to  meet  current  building  code 
requirements. 

CEQA  requires  the  identification  of  a  project  alternative  that  would  eliminate  or  reduce 
identified  significant  impacts  unless  the  alternative  is  determined  to  be  infeasible  based  on 
substantial  evidence  in  the  record.  In  the  event  that  Valencia  Gardens  is  determined  to  be  an 
historical  resource,  the  Preservation/Rehabilitation  Alternative  (Alternative  B)  would  be  the 
environmentally  superior  alternative. 

ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT 

None  of  the  potential  impacts  associated  with  the  project  would  occur  with  the  No  Project 
Alternative.  The  existing  22  buildings  would  not  be  demolished,  and  existing  population, 
transportation,  cultural  resources,  and  geologic  conditions  would  not  change.  Under  this 
alternative,  the  existing  22  buildings  may  further  deteriorate,  and  the  existing  problems  with 
security,  privacy,  building  system  obsolescence,  earthquake  safety,  open  space,  poor  unit 
design,  and  institutional  building  design  not  integrated  with  the  neighborhood  would  be 
expected  to  remain.  The  No  Project  Alternative  would  preclude  the  development  of  247  well- 
designed,  safe,  and  livable  affordable  housing  units,  and  would  cause  the  SFHA  to  forfeit  use 
of  its  HOPE  VI  funding.  The  No  Project  Alternative  would  not  meet  most  of  MHDC's  or  the 
SFHA's  objectives. 

ALTERNATIVE  B:  PRESERVATION/REHABILITATION  OF  EXISTING 
BUILDINGS 

The  Preservation/Rehabilitation  Alternative  would  preserve  the  Valencia  Gardens  Public 
Housing  buildings  in  accordance  with  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Treatment 
of  Historic  Properties,  while  substantially  upgrading  the  interiors,  of  all  246  units,  to  conform 
to  current  code  requirements.  The  Preservation/Rehabilitation  Alternative  would  retain  the 
buildings'  inherent  architectural  design  and  physical  arrangement,  characterized  as  having 
problems  with  security,  privacy,  building  system  obsolescence,  open  space,  poor  unit  design, 
and  institutional  building  design  not  integrated  with  the  neighborhood.  The 
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Preservation/Rehabilitation  Alternative  would  not  meet  all  or  most  of  MHDC's  or  the  SFHA's 
objectives. 

The  Preservation/Rehabilitation  Alternative  was  previously  explored  by  MHDC,  SFHA  and 
Valencia  Garden  residents  in  November  2000.  In  addition  to  evaluating  how  a  preservation 
alternative  and  a  new  construction  alternative  would  meet  project  goals,  the  cost  of  each 
alternative  was  estimated.  While  not  an  environmental  issue,  MHDC  found  that  a 
preservation  alternative  would  cost  approximately  8  percent  more  than  the  proposed  project, 
making  it  more  cost  effective  to  demolish  and  rebuild  the  residential  development  using  HOPE 
VI  funding. 


Case  No.  2002.0809E  Draft  EIR 

  1-16  

Valencia  Gardens  Hope  VI  Public  Housing  Project  March  22,  2003 


II.  Project  Revisions 


II.  PROJECT  REVISIONS 


A.  PROPOSED  REVISIONS 

Mission  Housing  Development  Corporation  (MHDC),  in  partnership  with  the  San  Francisco 
Housing  Authority  (SFHA),  proposes  to  redevelop  the  Valencia  Gardens  Public  Housing  with 
a  new  residential  development  with  supporting  uses  within  the  block  bounded  by  Valencia, 
Guerrero,  14th,  and  15th  Streets  in  San  Francisco's  Mission  District.  The  US  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  HOPE  VI  program,  along  with  tax  credit  financing 
and  other  sources,  will  be  used  to  fund  the  project. 

On  November  9,  2002,  the  Planning  Department  published  the  Initial  Study  for  the  Valencia 
Gardens  HOPE  VI  Public  Housing  Project.  The  Initial  Study  analyzed  the  project  description 
as  of  October  2002.  This  project  included  the  demolition  of  the  existing  246-unit  Valencia 
Gardens  Public  Housing  complex  and  its  replacement  with  247  residential  units;  a  community 
center  (approximately  4,000  sq.  ft.);  a  childcare  center  (approximately  3,200  sq.  ft.);  a 
computer  learning  center  (approximately  4,000  sq.  ft.);  an  outdoor  child  play  space 
(approximately  2,200  sq.  ft.)  and  other  semi-public  community  open  space;  and  86  surface 
parking  spaces.  The  proposed  project  included  17  three-story  buildings  designed  to  reflect  the 
scale  and  style  of  surrounding  residential  structures. 

As  discussed  in  the  Project  Description  of  the  Initial  Study,  the  proposed  project  would  require 
Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  Planning  Commission  to  determine  qualification  as  a 
Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD)  under  Section  304  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  A  PUD 
allows  for  development  of  sites  of  considerable  size  (greater  than  one-half  acre)  as  an 
integrated  unit  and  permits  well  reasoned  modifications  of  certain  provisions  of  the  Planning 
Code  such  as  parking,  open  space,  rear  yard,  and  bulk  standards.  The  PUD  application  was 
submitted  on  December  5,  2002,  and,  as  part  of  the  process,  Planning  Department  staff  urban 
design  advisory  team  (UDAT)  reviewed  the  schematic  designs  for  the  project. 
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In  a  memo  dated  January  16,  2003,  the  Planning  Department  formalized  their  direction  for  the 
Valencia  Garden  project  (see  Appendix  B);  the  memo  identified  concerns  related  to  the 
Valencia  Street  frontage: 

•  The  ground  floor,  if  not  in  actual  commercial  use,  should  be  designed  to  appear  as 
commercial  street  frontage,  and 

•  The  building  on  the  corner  of  15th  and  Valencia  Streets  should  be  more  prominent  and 
should  rise  to  a  higher  height  than  the  rest  of  the  project. 

In  January  2003,  in  response  to  the  Planning  Department  comments,  MHDC  revised  the 
design  of  the  project. 

In  the  October  2002  project,  exterior  stairways  to  the  second  and  third  story  residential  uses 
along  Valencia  Street  broke  up  the  mass  of  the  building  and  did  not  provide  for  the 
commercial  appearing  street  frontage  recommended  by  the  Planning  Department.  The 
building  on  Valencia  Street  provided  the  childcare  center  and  the  computer  center  on  the 
ground  story,  and  residential  units  on  the  second  and  third  stories.  The  building  on  the  corner 
of  15th  and  Valencia  Streets  provided  the  community  center  on  the  ground  story,  and 
residential  units  on  the  second  and  third  stories.  The  February  2003  project  proposes  the  two 
buildings  along  Valencia  Street  each  have  a  single  residential  entry  to  allow  the  ground  story 
to  reflect  the  continuous  commercial  character  of  the  neighborhood  along  Valencia  Street. 

The  October  2002  project  design  proposed  three-story  structures  on  the  site.  The  February 
2003  project  increases  the  height  of  the  buildings  along  Valencia  Street,  providing  for  a  fourth 
story,  to  increase  prominence  along  this  street  frontage  to  better  relate  to  the  height  of  the 
existing  buildings.  The  February  2003  project  proposes  commercial  uses  on  the  ground  story 
and  residential  uses  on  the  three  stories  above. 

Changes  in  design  resulted  in  changes  in  the  unit  mix.  In  order  to  provide  a  single  entry  and 
greater  than  three  stories,  a  different  type  of  building  would  be  needed  from  those  proposed 
along  Valencia  Street  in  October  2002.  The  appropriate  design  solution  to  incorporate  these 
building  elements  was  determined  to  be  a  four-story  building,  served  by  an  elevator,  with 
single-level  apartments  accessed  from  a  central  corridor  on  each  floor  above  the  ground  story. 
HOPE  VI  Design  Guidelines  and  the  management  experience  of  the  SFHA  directed  MHDC 
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and  its  design  team  to  restrict  the  populations  housed  in  such  "double-loaded  corridor" 
elevator  building  configurations  to  seniors.  The  February  2003  project  provides  a  new  mix  of 
units,  including  senior  units,  which  effectively  addresses  the  needs  of  returning  residents  as 
well  as  the  program  needs  of  the  SFHA,  and  incorporates  Planning  Department  design 
recommendations . 

Proposed  changes  are  outlined  in  Tables  1  and  2.  A  full  description  of  the  project  is  included 
in  Chapter  III,  Project  Description. 

Table  1 


Revised  Valencia  Gardens  Project  Description 


Use 

Existing  Valencia 
Gardens1 

October  2002 
Proposed  Project2 

February  2003 
Proposed  Project3 

Residential  GSF 

145,300 

245,700 

263,400 

Residential  Units 

246 

247 

290 

Childcare  Center 

2,000 

3,200 

3,500 

Dedicated  Childcare 
Openspace 

4,900 

2,200 

2,300 

Community  Center 

4,600 

4,000 

5,400 

Computer  Center 

4,000 

3,000 

Parking  Spaces 

80 

86 

86 

Loading  Spaces 

2 

0 

0 

Building  Height 

30  to  35  feet 

30  to  40  feet 

32  to  48  feet 

Number  of  Stories 

3  Stories 

3  Stories 

3  and  4  Stories 

Number  of  Buildings 

22 

17 

17 

1.  Source:  Environmental  Evaluation  Application,  July  2002. 

2.  Source:  Initial  Study,  November  9,  2002. 

3.  Source:  Memorandum  from  Fred  Pollack,  Van  Meter  Williams  Pollack,  Architecture  Urban  Design, 
February  11,  2003. 


The  revised  mix  of  units  is  presented  in  Table  2.  The  number  of  units  and  unit  mix  represents 
a  reasonable  maximum  development  scenario.  MHDC  anticipates  developing  approximately 
275-280  units  on  the  site.  The  290-unit  estimate  allows  flexibility  in  the  unit  mix  to  account 
for  evolution  in  detailed  building  design. 
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Table  2 

Changes  in  Residential  Unit  Mix 


Residential  Use 

Existing 
Valencia  Gardens 

October  2002 
Proposed  Project 

February  2003 
Proposed  Project 

Senior  unit 

0 

0 

66 

1  bedroom  unit 

114 

20 

15 

2  bedroom  unit 

102 

130 

114 

3  bedroom  unit 

30 

85 

83 

4  bedroom  unit 

0 

12 

12 

Residential  Total 

246 

247 

290 

Source:    Mission  Housing  Development  Corporation 


B.  CONCLUSIONS  IN  THE  INITIAL  STUDY 

As  discussed  above,  the  Initial  Study  published  in  November  2002  analyzed  a  different  project 
than  what  is  currently  being  proposed.  However,  these  changes  do  not  alter  the  conclusions 
reached  for  each  issue  topic  discussed  in  the  Initial  Study.  These  conclusions  are  presented 
below  for  each  topic. 

Compatibility  with  Existing  Zoning  and  Plans 

The  project  site  is  located  within  a  RM-1  (Residential,  Mixed  Districts,  Low  Density)  zoning 
district.   The  proposed  uses  on  the  site  have  not  changed,  and  all  of  the  proposed  uses  are 
permitted  under  the  current  zoning.  The  northernmost  portion  of  the  site  is  a  40-X  Height  and 
Bulk  District  and  the  remainder  of  the  site  is  a  50-X  District.  The  February  2003  project's 
buildings,  three  stories  (30  to  35  feet)  on  the  northern  portion  of  the  site,  and  four  stories  (32 
to  48  feet)  on  the  southern  portion  of  the  site,  would  be  consistent  with  the  40-X  and  50-X 
Height  and  Bulk  Districts.  The  proposed  project  would  continue  to  require  Conditional  Use 
authorization  from  the  Plaruiing  Commission  to  determine  qualification  as  a  Planned  Unit 
Development  (PUD)  under  Section  304  of  the  City  Planning  Code. 

The  revisions  to  the  project  would  not  change  the  proposed  uses  on  the  site.  Therefore,  the 
revised  project  would  remain  consistent  with  the  existing  zoning  controls  as  well  as  the 
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proposed  zoning  for  the  Mission  District  and  the  Market  and  Octavia  area.  The  project 
remains  consistent  with  environmental  plans  and  policies  and  the  City's  General  Plan  policies. 

Land  Use 

The  October  2002  project  proposed  to  replace  the  existing  22  three-story  buildings 
(approximately  175,300  gsf)  containing  246  residential  units  and  82  surface  parking  spaces 
with  17  three-story  buildings  (approximately  259,100  gsf)  86  surface  parking  spaces.  The 
February  2003  project  would  replace  the  existing  buildings  with  15  three-story  buildings  and  2 
four-story  buildings  (approximately  277,600  gsf)  and  86  surface  parking  spaces.  The  increase 
in  height  along  Valencia  Street,  and  increase  of  18,500  gsf,  which  is  primarily  for  the 
additional  residential  units,  would  not  change  the  conclusions  on  land  use  reached  in  the  Initial 
Study. 

The  proposed  three-story  and  four-story  buildings  would  generally  be  consistent  with  the 
density,  height  and  scale  of  surrounding  residential  uses.  The  project's  residential  and  other 
uses  would  be  consistent  with  existing  residential  and  retail  land  uses  in  the  vicinity  and  would 
not  have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  land  use,  nor  would  it  disrupt  or  divide  the  physical 
arrangement  of  an  established  community. 

Visual  Quality 

The  October  2002  project  description  included  17  three-story  buildings  with  a  height  ranging 
from  32  to  40  feet.  The  February  2003  project  would  include  15  three-story  buildings  with  a 
height  ranging  from  32  to  40  feet,  and  two-four  story  buildings  with  a  height  ranging  from  40 
to  48  feet,  an  increase  in  eight  feet  along  the  Valencia  Street  frontage.  Both  the  October  2002 
and  February  2003  projects  would  include  demolition  of  22  existing  buildings,  ranging  from 
approximately  30  to  35  feet  in  height,  and  both  projects  would  be  somewhat  taller  than  the 
existing  three-story  buildings  on  the  site,  and  about  the  same  height  as  the  residential 
buildings,  ranging  from  two  to  three  stories  or  about  20  to  40  feet  tall,  near  the  site  on  15th 
Street,  Guerrero  Street,  and  the  buildings  to  the  north  of  the  site  that  front  14th  Street.  The 
February  2003  buildings  would  continue  to  incorporate  materials,  window  patterns  and  styles, 
colors,  textures,  roof  forms,  and  a  vertical  emphasis  that  are  present  in  the  neighboring 
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residential  buildings  with  the  intention  of  being  compatible  with  the  character  of  the 
surrounding  neighborhood.  In  addition,  the  February  2003  project  would  be  more  consistent 
in  design  with  the  commercial  uses  along  Valencia  Street. 

The  increase  in  the  number  of  residential  units  does  not  substantially  change  the  density  of 
development  proposed  for  the  project  site.  The  revised  development  pattern  would  be  similar 
to  existing  three-  to  four-story  residential  and  commercial  development  on  Valencia,  15th, 
Guerrero,  and  14th  Streets. 

The  revised  project  would  add  eight  feet  in  height  to  the  Valencia  Street  corridor  and  does  not 
change  the  heights  proposed  on  the  balance  of  the  site.  The  conclusions  in  the  Initial  Study, 
that  the  buildings  would  be  visible  from  nearby  locations  on  Valencia,  15th,  Guerrero,  and  14th 
Streets  and  would  replace  views  of  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens  buildings,  and  that  views  of 
the  buildings  would  be  limited  from  other  nearby  viewpoints  as  they  would  be  blocked  by 
other  existing  buildings  remain.  The  project  would  not  degrade  scenic  views  of  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  or  other  public  areas,  and  would  not  have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative 
aesthetic  effect. 

As  with  the  October  2002  project,  additional  light  would  be  introduced  by  the  increased  street 
density  of  the  proposed  project  but  would  not  significantly  affect  surrounding  properties.  The 
project  would  comply  with  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9212,  which  prohibits  the 
use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass. 

Population 

Population  estimates  for  the  uses  on  the  site  are  outlined  in  Table  3.  The  increase  in 
residential  units  with  the  February  2003  project,  the  change  in  the  mix  of  units,  and  the  one 
additional  employee  assumed  to  be  needed  for  the  senior  units,  would  increase  the  population 
on  the  site  to  1,244.  This  is  47  persons  (3  percent)  more  than  that  with  the  October  2002 
project.  However,  this  increase  would  not  change  the  conclusions  reached  in  the  Initial  Study. 
The  increase  of  population  on  the  site  would  not  be  significant  relative  to  the  amount  of 
residents  and  employees  within  the  project  vicinity;  nor  would  it  be  significant  with  regard  to 
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expected  increases  in  the  population  and  employment  of  San  Francisco.  No  significant 
physical  environmental  effects  on  housing  demand  or  population  would  occur. 


Table  3 

Existing  and  Proposed  Site  Population 


Existing 

(J 
Pro 

ctober  2002 
30sed  Project 

February  2003 
Proposed  Project 

Residential  Use 

No. 
Units1 

Popula 
-tion 

No. 
Units 

Pop/ 
unit3 

Popula 
-tion 

No. 
Units 

Pop/ 
unit3 

Popula- 
tion 

Senior  unit 

0 

NA 

0 

2 

0 

66 

2 

132 

1  bedroom  unit 

114 

NA 

20 

2 

40 

15 

2 

30 

2  bedroom  unit 

102 

NA 

130 

4 

520 

114 

4 

456 

3  bedroom  unit 

30 

NA 

85 

6 

510 

83 

6 

498 

4  hpHrnfim  unit 

0 

NA 

12 

8 

96 

12 

8 

96 

Tfp^iftpYitinl  Tntnl 

246 

59? 

247 

1,166 

290 

1,212 

Non-Rpsidpntial  TIsp 

Employees1 

Employees1 

Employees1 

Management, 
Community  Center, 
Computer  Learning/ 
Training  Center 

10 

(4,600  sq  ft) 

11 

(8,000  sq  ft) 

12 

(8,400  sq  ft) 

Childcare  Center 

3  workers 
22  children 
(11  non- 
residents)4 

5  workers 
30  children 
(15  non-residents)4 

5  workers 
30  children 
(15  non-residents)4 

Non-Residential  Total 

24 

31 

32 

TOTAL 

623 

1,197 

1,244 

Notes: 


1.  Source:  Mission  Housing  Development  Corporation 

2.  The  residential  total  is  from  the  1997  SFHA  Public  Housing  Operation  Department  rent  roll,  before  the 
relocation  of  residents  began.  The  rent  roll  provides  the  total  number  of  occupied  units  (243)  and  the  total 
population  for  the  site  (599).  Door-to-door  surveys  of  population  per  unit  at  Valencia  Gardens  have 
previously  been  conducted  and  have  indicated  a  higher  number  of  residents  per  unit  and  issues  of 
overcrowding.  Using  the  rent  roll  statistic  for  the  analysis  in  this  document  is  the  conservative  approach.  The 
increase  in  population  on  the  site  is  what  is  analyzed,  and  a  lower  existing  population  provides  for  a  greater 
increase  in  population. 

3.  The  SFHA  has  admissions  and  continued  occupancy  policies,  based  on  HUD  criteria,  which  outline  a  range  of 
population  per  number  of  bedrooms  and  relate  to  the  number  of  adults,  number  of  children,  and  gender  of 
children  in  a  unit.  For  the  purpose  of  this  analysis  the  highest  number  in  the  range  was  used. 

4.  Approximately  50  percent  of  the  children  in  the  childcare  center  would  be  non-residents. 
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As  with  the  October  2002  project,  the  February  2003  project  would  displace  246  units  of 
existing  public  housing.  The  Valencia  Gardens  Relocation  Plan  was  submitted  to  and 
approved  by  HUD  in  2000.  As  of  January  2003,  approximately  172  of  the  246  units  (70 
percent  of  the  units)  have  been  vacant;  residents  have  been  relocated  to  other  housing  in  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area.1  All  eligible  Valencia  Gardens  residents  would  be  offered  an 
opportunity  to  return  to  Valencia  Gardens  after  construction.  The  remaining  residents  would 
be  relocated  prior  to  demolition  of  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens. 

Transportation 

A  transportation  memorandum,  dated  October  20,  2002,  was  prepared  for  the  proposed 
Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI  project  and  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Planning 
Department.2  A  supplemental  transportation  memorandum  was  prepared  on  February  14, 
2003,  to  address  the  changes  proposed  to  the  project  and  is  also  available  for  public  review  at 
the  Planning  Department.3  The  information  presented  below  is  based  on  the  February  2003 
memorandum. 

Trip  Generation.  The  revised  program  would  result  in  a  net  increase  over  existing  conditions 
of  439  daily  person  trips  and  39  PM  peak-hour  person-trips.  This  would  be  an  increase  of  113 
daily  person-trips,  and  a  decrease  of  19  PM  peak-hour  person  trips,  compared  to  the  October 
2002  project.  The  decrease  in  PM  peak  hour  person  trips  is  the  result  of  the  lower  PM  peak- 
hour  trip  rate  used  for  senior  housing.  The  February  2003  project  would  generate 
approximately  fourteen  new  PM  peak  hour  vehicle  trips,  five  fewer  trips  than  with  the  October 
2002  project. 

Traffic  Impacts.  As  stated  in  the  Initial  Study,  the  intersection  of  15th  Street/Valencia  Street 
operates  at  LOS  D  and  the  intersection  of  14th  Street/Valencia  Street  operates  at  LOS  C.  The 
intersections  of  15th  Street/Guerrero  Street  and  14th  Street/Guerrero  Street  operate  at  similar 
levels  of  service.  As  with  the  October  2002  project,  the  February  2003  project's  14  new  PM 


1  Lisa  Pagan,  Mission  Housing  Development  Corporation,  e-mail  correspondence,  February  21,  2003. 

2  CHS  Consulting  Group.  Valencia  Gardens  Project  Transportation  Analysis.  October  30,  2002. 

3  CHS  Consulting  Group.  Revisions  to  Valencia  Gardens  Development  Program.  February  14,  2003. 
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peak  hour  vehicle  trips  would  be  spread  out  over  area  roadways  and  would  not  result  in 
significant  traffic  impacts  at  these  intersections. 

Transit  Impacts.  The  February  2003  project  would  generate  approximately  14  transit  trips 
(inbound  and  outbound)  during  the  PM  peak  hour,  nine  fewer  than  the  October  2002  project. 
As  with  the  October  2002  project,  these  transit  trips  would  be  spread  out  over  the  7  Muni  lines 
(excluding  the  14L,  which  does  not  offer  PM  peak  service)  and  SamTrans  and  BART  in  the 
project  vicinity.  The  revised  project  would  not  create  any  significant  impacts  on  the  local  and 
regional  transit  service. 

Parking  Demand.  The  October  2002  project  and  the  February  2003  project  would  both 
include  86  on-site  parking  spaces,  six  more  spaces  than  currently  exist  on  the  site.  The 
February  2003  project  would  generate  a  parking  demand  of  219  spaces,  212  for  residents  and 
seven  for  the  childcare  facility.  The  revised  project  would  generate  a  demand  of  five  fewer 
parking  spaces  than  the  October  2002  project.  The  February  2003  project  would  result  in  a 
133  space  shortfall  (219-86);  however,  when  accounting  for  the  existing  shortfall  of  95  spaces, 
the  revised  project  would  result  in  a  net  shortfall  of  approximately  38  spaces.  As  discussed  in 
the  October  30,  2002  memorandum,  parking  deficits  are  considered  to  be  social  effects,  rather 
than  impacts  on  the  physical  environment  as  defined  by  CEQA  and  are  thus  not  considered  as 
a  significant  project  impact. 

Planning  Code  Parking  Requirements.  As  with  the  October  2002  project,  the  February  2003 
project  would  be  a  Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD),  which  requires  parking  for  the 
residential  use  based  on  demand.  The  February  2003  project  residential  demand  would  be  212 
spaces,  and  86  spaces  for  the  residential  use  are  proposed.  Childcare  Code  requirements 
require  one  parking  space  for  every  25  children.  Neither  project  proposes  to  provide  parking 
for  the  childcare  center,  and  thus  would  not  meet  Code  requirements.  As  with  the  October 
2002  project,  the  Project  Sponsor  would  be  required  to  obtain  authorization  for  an  exemption 
under  the  PUD  per  Section  304  of  the  Planning  Code. 

Loading  Demand.  The  February  2003  project  would  increase  the  residential  floor  area  from 
245,000  gsf  to  263,400  gsf,  which  would  slightly  increase  the  loading  demand  estimates.  For 
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both  the  residential  and  childcare  uses,  there  would  be  a  peak-hour  demand  of  less  than  one 
loading  space.  As  with  the  October  2002  project,  the  February  2003  project  would  not 
provide  any  off-street  loading  spaces.  While  loading  impacts  are  not  considered  to  be 
significant,  Improvement  Measure  1  would  be  incorporated  into  the  project  to  minimize  non- 
significant impacts. 

Planning  Code  Loading  Requirements.  Under  the  Planning  Code,  as  with  the  October  2002 
project,  the  February  2003  project  would  require  two  loading  spaces.  Neither  project  would 
provide  any  off-street  loading  spaces,  and  would  meet  this  Code  requirement.  The  Project 
Sponsor  would  be  required  to  obtain  authorization  for  an  exemption  under  the  PUD  per 
Section  304  of  the  Planning  Code. 

Passenger  Loading  Impacts.  The  October  2002  and  February  2003  projects  would 
accommodate  the  same  number  of  children  in  the  childcare  center,  of  which  approximately  50 
percent  would  be  children  from  within  Valencia  Gardens.  The  discussion  on  passenger 
loading  in  the  Initial  Study  remains  applicable;  specifically,  the  demand  for  passenger  loading 
would  be  difficult  to  estimate.  The  main  entrance  to  the  childcare  center  would  be  on 
Valencia  Street,  and  passenger  drop-offs  and  pick-ups  would  generally  occur  on  Valencia 
Street.  Currently,  there  is  metered  parking  on  this  frontage  and  these  spaces  are  generally 
full.  To  accommodate  passenger  loading,  the  Project  Sponsor  would  apply  to  the  Department 
of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT)  to  designate  up  to  two  on-street  spaces  as  a  passenger  loading 
zone  during  the  morning  and  afternoon  peak  drop-off  and  pick-up  periods. 

Pedestrian  Impacts.  The  February  2003  project  would  generate  approximately  10  fewer  PM 
peak-hour  pedestrian  trips  (19  versus  29)  than  the  October  2002  project.  As  with  the  October 
2002  project,  the  pedestrian  trips  would  be  spread  over  area  sidewalks  and  crosswalks,  which 
currently  operate  with  ample  capacity.  No  significant  pedestrian  impacts  are  anticipated. 

Bicycle  Impacts.  As  with  the  October  2002  project,  the  February  2003  project  would  not 
likely  generate  a  substantive  number  of  bicycle  trips.  The  project  is  not  expected  to  result  in  a 
noticeable  impact  on  bicycle  conditions  in  the  area. 
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Cumulative  Impacts.  The  October  2002  program  was  estimated  to  generate  approximately  19 
PM  peak-hour  vehicle  trips.  This  was  determined  not  to  be  a  considerable  contribution  to 
future  cumulative  traffic  volumes  at  the  intersections  surrounding  the  project  site.  The 
reduction  in  PM  peak-hour  vehicle  trips  to  14  with  the  February  2003  project  would  further 
decrease  the  project's  contribution  to  future  cumulative  impacts  and  would  not  contribute  to 
significant  cumulative  traffic  impacts. 

Noise 

Construction  Noise.  The  additional  building  height  along  Valencia  Street  and  the  additional  43 
units  with  the  February  2003  project  would  not  change  overall  construction  activities  or  the 
construction  schedule  from  that  evaluated  in  the  Initial  Study.  Therefore,  the  conclusions 
related  to  construction  noise  would  not  change.  Demolition  and  other  construction  activities 
would  be  likely  to  cause  temporary,  substantial  increases  in  noise,  but  would  be  expected  to 
occur  for  a  duration  of  less  than  24  months  for  the  entire  project.  All  demolition  and 
construction  activities  would  be  conducted  in  compliance  with  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance,  and  Mitigation  Measure  1  would  be  included  to  reduce  construction  noise. 

Traffic  Noise.  Generally,  traffic  must  double  on  adjacent  streets  in  order  to  produce  a 
noticeable  increase  in  noise  levels.  As  with  the  October  2002  project,  traffic  volumes  under 
the  October  2003  project  would  not  be  expected  to  double  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project; 
therefore,  substantial  increases  in  traffic  noise  levels  would  not  be  anticipated  in  the  project 
area. 

Building  Equipment  Noise.  As  with  the  October  2002  project,  the  February  2003  project 
could  include  mechanical  equipment,  such  as  air  conditioning  units,  which  could  produce 
operational  noise.  This  equipment  would  be  subject  to  and  would  have  to  comply  with  Section 
2909  of  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance,  which  limits  noise  from  building  operations; 
therefore,  substantial  increases  in  the  ambient  noise  level  due  to  building  equipment  noise 
would  not  be  anticipated. 

Interior  Noise  and  Existing  Noise  Levels.  As  with  the  October  2002  project,  residential  and 
childcare  uses  within  an  interior  courtyard  would  be  included  with  the  February  2003  project 
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development.  The  noise  insulation  requirements  of  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of 
Regulations  would  continue  to  apply  to  residential  occupancies  and  adherence  to  the  standards 
of  Title  24  would  insulate  the  interior  uses  from  excessive  exterior  noise  levels.  The  childcare 
uses  would  continue  to  be  insulated  from  exterior  noise  in  accordance  with  Title  24. 
Likewise,  the  proposed  development's  interior  courtyard  would  be  enclosed  by  the  project 
buildings  on  three  sides  and  predominantly  shielded  from  the  exterior  noise  environment. 
Substantial  increases  in  the  interior  noise  level  would  not  be  anticipated. 

Air  Quality 

Construction  Emissions.    As  with  the  October  2002  project,  construction  emissions  would  be 
short  term  and  temporary,  but  could  still  cause  adverse  effects  on  local  air  quality  for  the 
February  2003  project.  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD),  in  its  CEQA 
Guidelines,  has  developed  an  analytical  approach  that  obviates  the  need  to  quantitatively 
estimate  these  emissions.  Instead,  BAAQMD  has  identified  a  set  of  feasible  PMio  control 
measures  for  construction  activities.  The  project  includes  Mitigation  Measures  2a  and  2b  to 
reduce  the  effects  of  construction  activities  to  an  insignificant  level. 

Emissions  from  Traffic  and  Equipment  Operations.  As  with  the  October  2002  project, 
potential  air  quality  impacts  from  the  February  2003  project  could  occur  due  to  increased 
traffic  throughout  the  region.  The  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines  indicate  that  residential 
projects  of  multiple-family  housing  would  have  potentially  significant  emissions  if  the 
proposed  project  includes  more  than  530  units  of  multi-family  housing  or  generates  more  than 
2,000  vehicle  trips  per  day.4  The  February  2003  project  would  increase  the  daily  vehicle  trips 
by  144  to  909.  Because  the  size  of  the  February  2003  project  remains  below  the  screening 
thresholds  in  the  guidelines,  no  potentially  significant  air  quality  impact  is  expected. 

Shadow  Effects.  With  the  February  2003  project,  the  two  buildings  on  Valencia  Street  would 
be  greater  than  40  feet  in  height  (up  to  48  feet),  and  subject  to  Section  295  of  the  City 
Planning  Code.  Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code  was  adopted  in  response  to  Proposition  K 
(passed  November  1984)  in  order  to  protect  certain  public  open  spaces  from  shadows  cast  by 

4  BAAQMD,  CEQA  Guidelines.  Table  6,  Projects  with  Potentially  Significant  Emissions,  April  1996,  p.  24. 
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new  structures  during  the  period  between  one  hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset, 
year-round.  Section  295  restricts  new  shadow  upon  public  spaces  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  by  any  structure  exceeding  40  feet  unless  the  Planning 
Commission,  in  consultation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  finds  the  impact  to  be 
insignificant.  The  proposed  buildings  along  Valencia  Street  would  reach  a  maximum  height  of 
up  to  48  feet.  To  determine  whether  this  project  would  conform  with  Section  295,  a  shadow 
fan  analysis  was  prepared  by  the  Planning  Department.  This  analysis  was  completed  on 
March  11,  2003,  and  determined  that  there  is  no  shadow  impact  from  the  proposed  project  on 
any  property  protected  by  Section  295. 5  The  Recreation  and  Park  properties  closest  to  the 
project  site  are  Mission  Dolores  Park  at  18th  and  Dolores  Streets,  and  Mission  Playground  at 
19th  and  Valencia  Streets.  Because  both  properties  are  several  blocks  south  or  southwest  of  the 
project  site,  there  is  no  potential  for  shadow  impacts  from  a  48-foot  building  at  the  site. 

Wind  Effects.  To  provide  a  comfortable  wind  environment  for  people  in  San  Francisco,  the 
City  established  specific  comfort  criteria  to  be  used  in  the  evaluation  of  proposed  buildings  in 
certain  areas  of  the  City.  The  project  site  is  not  located  in  one  of  these  areas,  nor  would  the 
project  buildings  extend  above  their  surroundings  so  that  substantial  wind  effects  would  occur. 
As  with  the  October  2002  project,  the  February  2003  project  would  maintain  the  approximate 
overall  location  and  massing  of  the  existing  structures  on  the  site  and  would  not  substantially 
change  wind  conditions  or  create  discomfort  for  pedestrians  and  people  in  nearby  seating 
areas.  No  significant  wind  impacts  would  occur. 

Utilities 

The  February  2003  project  would  propose  43  additional  units  and  47  additional  people  on  the 
site;  compared  to  the  October  2002  project,  this  would  be  consistent  with  the  previous 
conclusion  that  the  project  would  not  be  expected  to  substantially  increase  the  number  of 
residents  and  employees  on  the  site.  This  increase  would  not  change  the  previous  conclusions 
regarding  effects  on  utilities  or  services.  The  project  would  not  substantially  change  the 
demand  for  schools,  recreation  or  other  public  facilities.  The  project  would  not  substantially 


5  A  copy  of  the  shadow  fan  analysis  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department, 
1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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increase  existing  solid  waste,  water  or  wastewater  demand  at  the  project  site.  The  project  site 
presently  receives  police  and  fire  protection  services,  and  the  project  would  not  create 
substantial  additional  demand  for  fire  and  police  services  in  the  area.  The  project  site  is 
already  served  by  public  utilities  and  communication  facilities;  no  new  energy  or 
communications  facilities  would  be  necessary  as  a  result  of  project  implementation. 

Biology 

The  proposed  project  site  is  in  a  heavily  developed  urban  area  and  is  covered  by  structures, 
impervious  surfaces,  and  introduced  landscaping.  The  increase  in  the  number  of  units  and 
building  heights  along  Valencia  Street  would  not  change  the  conclusions  regarding  biological 
resources.  Existing  landscaping  on  the  site,  including  mature  trees  at  the  interior  of  the  site  as 
well  as  other  landscaping,  would  be  removed  and  replaced  with  other  landscaping  appropriate 
for  the  urban  landscape  of  the  project  site.  The  existing  trees  are  not  native  to  the  site,  nor  are 
they  rare  or  endangered,  nor  do  they  contain  significant  habitat  value.  Thus,  removal  of  these 
trees  would  not  be  a  significant  impact.  Redevelopment  of  the  site  would  not  be  expected  to 
affect,  or  substantially  diminish,  plant  or  animal  habitats.  Vegetation  and  wildlife  effects  of 
the  project  would  not  be  significant. 

Geology/Topology 

The  increase  in  the  number  of  units  and  building  heights  along  Valencia  Street  under  the 
February  2003  project  would  not  change  the  conclusions  regarding  geology  and  topology.  The 
primary  geotechnical  issues  that  would  continue  to  be  addressed  in  the  design  are  foundation 
type  and  supporting  capacity,  settlement  under  building  loads  and  earthquake  shaking, 
excavation  and  temporary  shoring,  and  de watering.  Construction  of  the  project  would 
continue  to  require  excavation  to  a  depth  ranging  from  about  six  to  nine  feet  throughout  the 
site.  Stability  and  site  safety  during  excavation  would  be  achieved  through  standard,  accepted 
shoring  techniques.  Because  the  building  permit  process  provides  for  review  of  the  site 
conditions  and  final  building  design,  no  people  or  structures  would  be  exposed  to  potential 
geologic  hazards,  and  the  impact  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Case  No.  2002.0809E  „  „  ,  Draft  EIR 

  11-14   — 

Valencia  Gardens  Hope  VI  Public  Housing  Project  March  22,  2003 


II.  Project  Revisions 


As  with  the  October  2002  project,  the  February  2003  project  would  not  significantly  alter  the 
topography  of  the  site,  or  otherwise  affect  any  unique  geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site. 

Water 

Both  the  October  2002  and  the  February  2003  projects  would  include  excavation  to  remove 
partial  basements  beneath  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens  buildings  at  about  six  to  nine  feet 
below  grade.  Conclusions  regarding  the  likelihood  that  dewatering  would  be  required  would 
not  change.  Any  groundwater  encountered  during  construction  would  be  subject  to  the 
requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (Ordinance  No.  199-77),  and 
the  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
would  be  notified  if  the  project  were  to  require  dewatering.  Should  dewatering  be  necessary, 
the  final  soils  report  would  address  the  potential  settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  this 
dewatering.  The  project  would  include  Mitigation  Measures  3b,  3c,  4a  and  4b  to  reduce  the 
potential  water  quality  effects  of  dewatering. 

The  project  site  is  almost  entirely  paved  or  covered  by  landscaping  and  structures.  Both  the 
October  2002  and  the  February  2003  project  would  cover  approximately  75  percent  of  the  area 
with  paved  surfaces.  The  project  would  not  substantially  affect  the  area  of  impervious  surface 
at  the  site  or  alter  site  drainage. 

Energy  /Natural  Resources 

The  increase  in  the  number  of  units  and  building  heights  along  Valencia  Street  under  the 
February  2003  project  would  not  change  the  conclusions  regarding  energy  and  natural 
resources.  The  Initial  Study  concluded  that  project-generated  demand  for  electricity  would  be 
negligible  in  the  context  of  overall  demand  within  San  Francisco  and  the  State  and  would  not 
in  and  of  itself  require  a  major  expansion  of  power  facilities.  Therefore,  the  energy  demand 
associated  with  the  proposed  projects  would  not  result  in  a  significant  physical  environmental 
effect. 


Case  No.  2002.0809E  ^  ^  Draft  EIR 

Valencia  Gardens  Hope  VI  Public  Housing  Project  "  March  22, 2003 


II.  Project  Revisions 


Hazards 

An  Environmental  Investigation  (a  Phase  II  Environmental  Site  Assessment  (ESA))  of 
hazardous  materials  at  the  project  site  was  prepared  by  Engineering/Remediation  Resources 
Group  in  October  2001. 6  Findings  of  the  ESA  are  available  for  public  review  by  appointment 
at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department.  The  ESA  discusses  existing  conditions  at  the  site 
and  conclusion  there  in  would  not  change  with  the  proposed  change  in  project. 

Hazardous  Material  Use.  The  February  2003  project  proposes  the  same  uses  as  the  October 
2002  project,  uses  that  would  require  relatively  small  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  for 
routine  activities.  Routine  hazardous  materials  use  in  residential,  community  room, 
employment  training  center,  and  childcare  uses  are  not  typically  considered  to  pose  any 
substantial  public  health  or  safety  hazards  related  to  hazardous  materials 

Soil  and  Groundwater.  Both  the  October  2002  and  the  February  2003  project  would  include 
excavation  to  remove  existing  partial  basements  beneath  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens 
buildings  at  about  six  to  nine  feet  below  grade.  Conclusions  regarding  soils,  and  soil  testing 
have  not  changed.  Conclusions  regarding  the  likelihood  that  dewatering  would  be  required 
have  not  changed.  Mitigation  Measure  5  requires  further  characterization  of  soil  and 
groundwater  conditions.  If  additional  environmental  studies  conclude  that  soil  and 
groundwater  conditions  could  pose  significant  human  health  or  safety  hazards,  a  Site  Safety 
and  Health  Plan  would  need  to  be  prepared  pursuant  to  California  Division  of  Occupational 
Safety  and  Health  requirements  and  National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
guidance  to  ensure  worker  safety. 

Building  Materials.  Both  the  October  2002  and  the  February  2003  projects  require  the 
demolition  of  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens  buildings.  Both  lead  paint  and  asbestos  have  been 
identified  at  the  Valencia  Gardens  site.7  However,  the  proposed  project  includes  Mitigation 


6  Engineering/Remediation  Resources  Group,  Inc.,  Environmental  Investigation,  Valencia  Gardens,  San 
Francisco,  California,  October  15,  2001. 

7  Health  Science  Associates,  Lead-Based  Paint  (LBP)  Inspection  and  Testing  Report  on  Valencia  Gardens 
(CAL  1-4),  Valencia  Gardens  Site:  Valencia,  Fifteenth  &  Guerrero,  December  6,  1994  and  SCA 
Environmental,  Inc.,  Asbestos  Survey  Report  for  Valencia  Garden  Housing,  San  Francisco,  CA,  Volume  1  - 
Summary  Report  &  Exterior  (All  Buildings),  August  1994. 
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Measure  5,  intended  to  reduce  to  the  potential  health  risks  associated  with  building  materials 
containing  asbestos,  PCBs,  lead,  mercury,  or  other  hazardous  materials  by  securing  the 
investigation,  removal,  and  disposal  of  these  materials  prior  to  demolition  of  the  buildings. 
Mitigation  Measure  5  would  ensure  compliance  with  existing  regulations  applicable  to  the 
management  of  any  potentially  hazardous  building  components. 

Fire  Safety  and  Emergency  Access.  As  with  the  October  2002  project,  the  February  2003 
project  would  conform  to  fire  safety  the  standards  set  in  the  provisions  of  the  San  Francisco 
Building  Code  and  Fire  Code.  In  this  way,  potential  fire  hazards  (including  those  associated 
with  hydrant  water  pressure  and  emergency  access)  would  be  addressed  during  the  permit 
review  process. 

Cultural  Resources 

Archaeological/Cultural  Resources.  Both  the  October  2002  and  February  2003  projects  would 
include  excavation  of  the  project  site  to  a  depth  of  up  to  about  9  feet  for  the  removal  of 
existing  partial  basements,  soil  excavation,  soil  replacement,  soil  compaction  and  foundation 
construction.  In  December  2002,  Archeo-Tec  prepared  From  Bullfights  to  Baseball: 
Archaeological  Research  Design  and  Treatment  Plan  for  the  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI 
Project,  which  discusses  research  to  date  on  the  site  and  vicinity  related  to  archaeological 
resources,  and  includes  a  research  design  and  treatment  plan  for  the  excavation  of  the  site. 
Although  there  is  no  indication  of  archeological  resources  at  the  project  site  based  upon 
archival  evidence,  there  is  potential  for  the  proposed  project  to  disrupt  or  adversely  affect 
previously  unknown  prehistoric  resources  and/or  historical  archaeological  resources  from  the 
prehistoric  period.  The  project  includes  Mitigation  Measure  6  that  would  reduce  the  potential 
impact  to  archaeological/cultural  resources  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Architectural  Resources.  The  evaluation  of  architectural  resources  relates  to  the  demolition  of 
the  existing  Valencia  Gardens  and  not  the  redevelopment  of  the  site.  Both  the  October  2002 
and  the  February  2003  projects  would  require  the  demolition  of  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens 
buildings.  A  Draft  Historic  Significance  Evaluation,  Valencia  Gardens,  San  Francisco, 
California  (July  1997)  prepared  for  the  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority  identified  that  the 
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Valencia  Gardens  Public  Housing  development  appears  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  under  "Criterion  A,  due  to  its  association  with  the  social  and  architectural 
history  of  public  housing,  and  under  Criterion  C,  because  it  is  the  work  of  a  well-known  Bay 
Area  architect,  landscape  architect  and  sculptor,  and  embodies  the  distinctive  characteristics  of 
the  Modern  style  associated  with  the  Bay  Area. "  The  Initial  Study  concluded  that  the  because 
Valencia  Gardens  appears  to  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register,  Architectural  Resources  will 
be  discussed  in  the  EIR,  including  the  potential  significance  of  the  Valencia  Garden  buildings, 
and  the  project's  relationship  to  other  historic  resources  in  the  vicinity.  Architectural 
Resources  are  discussed  in  Chapter  IV  of  this  Draft  EIR. 


Case  No.  2002.0809E   Draft  EIR 

Valencia  Gardens  Hope  VI  Public  Housing  Project  March  22,  2003 


III.  Project  Description 


III.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


Mission  Housing  Development  Corporation  (MHDC),  in  partnership  with  the  San  Francisco 
Housing  Authority  (SFHA),  proposes  to  redevelop  the  Valencia  Gardens  Public  Housing  with 
a  new  a  residential  development  with  supporting  uses  within  the  block  bounded  by  Valencia, 
Guerrero,  14th,  and  15th  Streets  in  San  Francisco's  Mission  District.  The  US  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  HOPE  VI  program,  along  with  tax  credit  financing 
and  other  sources  will  be  used  to  fund  the  project.  The  proposed  project  would  demolish  the 
existing  246-unit  Valencia  Gardens  Public  Housing  complex  and  replace  it  with  up  to  290  new 
residential  units,  a  community  center,  a  childcare  center,  a  computer  learning  center,  outdoor 
child  play  space,  other  semi-public  open  space  and  parking.  The  proposed  project  would 
include  15  three-story  buildings  and  two  four-story  buildings  designed  to  reflect  the  scale  and 
style  of  surrounding  residential  structures.  The  existing  Valencia  Gardens  Public  Housing, 
built  in  1943,  is  owned  by  the  SFHA,  and  consists  of  22  linked  three-story  buildings  designed 
by  architects  William  Wurster  and  Harry  Thomsen. 

A.  PROJECT  OBJECTIVES 

MHDC  proposes  to  develop  up  to  290  units  of  mixed-income  housing  and  community  facilities 
at  the  site  of  the  original  Valencia  Gardens  Public  Housing  development.  MHDC  is  charged 
with  leveraging  private  and  public  financing  for  this  development  from  the  $20  million  grant 
of  HUD  HOPE  VI  funds  awarded  to  SFHA  in  1996. 

The  MHDC's  main  objective  is  to  build  high  quality,  well  designed,  cost  efficient  and 
affordable  multi-family  and  senior  units  and  community  space  to  benefit  to  the  residents  and 
surrounding  community 

According  to  the  MHDC,  objectives  of  the  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI  project  include: 

•  Continue  to  provide  affordable  housing  opportunities  yet  decrease  the  concentration  of 
public  housing  units; 

•  Provide  unit  types  to  best  meet  the  needs  of  families  and  seniors  in  affordable  housing; 
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•  Provide  economically  sustainable  supportive  services  for  its  residents  as  well  as  the 
community; 

•  Remediate  the  physical  hazards  of  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens,  including  soil 
stabilization; 

•  Blend  the  design  of  the  new  buildings  into  the  surrounding  community;  and 

•  Improve  public  housing  facilities,  amenities,  security,  and  Americans  with  Disabilities 
Act  (ADA)  access  at  the  site. 

The  Project  Sponsor  would  not  consider  the  proposed  project  a  success  if  it  would  not  meet  the 
goal  of  helping  to  implement  the  City  of  San  Francisco's  housing  policy.  The  proposed 
project  would  serve  families  with  incomes  ranging  from  extremely  low-  to  low-income  using 
HUD  income  definitions,  thereby  allowing  working  families  the  opportunity  to  remain  in  San 
Francisco.  In  addition,  the  proposed  project  would  allow  low-income  families  and  seniors  to 
live  in  high-quality,  safe  and  affordable  housing.  The  proposed  project  would  increase  the 
number  of  2,  3  and  4  bedroom  units,  helping  to  meet  the  housing  needs  of  larger  families,  and 
would  also  provide  a  large  number  of  senior  housing  units.  This  is  consistent  with  the  City's 
Action  Plan1  to  address  the  housing  and  community  development  needs  of  low  income  San 
Franciscans  and  addresses  the  goals  established  in  the  2001-2005  Consolidated  Plan2,  which 
includes  the  following  priorities: 

•  Priority  A,  Increasing  and  preserving  affordable  housing  by  increasing  and  preserving 
affordable  housing  opportunities  for  a  wide  range  of  households,  and  maintaining  and 
improving  housing  conditions;  and 


Priority  C,  Preservation  of  existing  and  development  of  new  affordable  neighborhood 
facilities  by  providing  funding  for  the  preservation,  and  development  of  space  for 
youth,  senior,  workforce  development  and  other  community  development  activities. 

The  project  would  also  be  consistent  with  the  following  housing  objectives  found  in  the 
Residential  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan3: 

•  Objective  1,  Provide  new  housing  for  all  income  groups  in  appropriate  locations; 

•  Objective  4,  Maintain  and  improve  the  physical  condition  of  housing; 


1  Draft  Action  Plan  for  2001-02,  Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development,  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  Program  Year:  7/01/01-6/30/02. 

2  5  Year  Plan  for  Fiscal  Years  2001-2005,  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
October  1,  2001. 

3  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  adopted  June  27,  1996. 
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•  Policy  2,  Maintain  and  improve  the  existing  supply  of  public  housing. 

•  Objective  5,  Provide  housing  affordable  for  all  income  groups,  particularly  low  and 
moderate  income  households; 

•  Policy  1,  Use  the  City's  financial  powers  and  resources  to  reduce  the  cost  and 
increase  the  supply  of  low  and  moderate  income  housing. 

•  Policy  2,  Make  maximum  use  of  available  federal  and  state  housing  subsidy 
programs. 

•  Objective  6,  Provide  a  quality  living  environment. 

•  Policy  1,  Assure  housing  is  provided  with  adequate  public  improvements,  services 
and  amenities. 

•  Policy  4,  Promote  development  of  well  designed  housing. 

•  Objective  7,  To  provide  maximum  housing  choice. 

•  Policy  3,  Promote  the  availability  of  units  suitable  for  groups  with  special  housing 
needs  including  large  families,  the  elderly,  and  those  needing  group  housing  and 
emergency  shelter. 

The  project  would  also  be  consistent  with  the  following  housing  objectives  found  in  the  Urban 
Design  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan4: 

•  Objective  3,  Moderation  of  major  new  development  to  complement  the  City  pattern, 
the  resources  to  be  conserved,  and  the  neighborhood  environment. 

•  Policy  1 ,  Promote  visual  harmony  in  the  visual  relationship  and  transitions  between 
new  and  older  buildings. 

•  Policy  5,  Relate  the  height  of  buildings  to  important  attributes  of  the  city  pattern 
and  to  the  height  and  character  of  existing  development. 

•  Policy  6,  Relate  the  bulk  of  buildings  to  the  prevailing  to  the  prevailing  scale  of 
development  to  avoid  an  overwhelming  or  dominating  appearance  in  new 
construction. 

•  Objective  4,  Improvement  of  the  Neighborhood  Environment  to  increase  personal 
safety,  comfort,  pride  and  opportunity. 


4  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  adopted  June  27,  1996. 
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B.  PROJECT  LOCATION 

The  proposed  Valencia  Gardens  project  site  is  at  340-370  Valencia  Street,  on  the  block 
bounded  by  Guerrero,  Valencia,  14th  and  15th  Streets,  in  the  Mission  District  of  San  Francisco 
(see  Figure  1).  The  approximately  five-acre  site  occupies  most  of  the  block  on  Lot  2 
Assessor's  Block  3546.  The  project  site  is  within  a  RM-1  (Residential,  Mixed  Districts,  Low 
Density)  Zoning  district.  The  northernmost  portion  of  the  site  is  in  a  50-X  Height  and  Bulk 
District  and  the  remainder  of  the  site  is  in  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District. 

The  site  is  predominantly  flat,  with  a  slight  descending  (approximately  10  feet)  of  elevation  to 
the  east,  and  is  bounded  on  the  south  by  15th  Street,  on  the  west  by  Guerrero  Street  and  on  the 
east  by  Valencia  Street.  There  are  three-  and  four-story  residential  buildings  to  the  north  of 
the  project  site  that  front  on  14th  Street.  Guerrero  Street  in  the  project  vicinity  is 
predominantly  two-  to  four-story  residential  buildings,  with  commercial  uses  on  the  street  level 
of  corner  and  mid-block  buildings.  Valencia  Street  in  the  project  vicinity  is  predominantly 
three-  to  four-story  residential  buildings,  typically  with  street-level  commercial  uses  as  well  as 
some  exclusively  commercial  buildings.  Fifteenth  Street  in  the  project  vicinity  is 
predominantly  two-  to  four-story  residential  buildings,  with  one-  to  two-story  commercial 
uses.  Overall,  nearby  land  uses  are  predominantly  single-family  and  multi-unit  residential, 
with  commercial  uses  at  street  level. 

C.  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  proposed  project  would  include  15  three-story  buildings  and  two  four-story  buildings 
containing  up  to  290  residential  units;  a  community  center  (approximately  5,400  sq.  ft.);  a 
childcare  center  (approximately  3,500  sq.  ft.);  a  computer  learning  center  (approximately 
3,000  sq.  ft.);  an  outdoor  child  play  space  (approximately  2,300  sq.  ft.)  and  other  semi-public 
community  open  space;  and  86  surface  parking  spaces.  The  proposed  project  would  demolish 
all  22  existing  residential  buildings  and  would  remove  surface  parking  on  the  project  site. 
Eight  of  the  sculptures  designed  by  Beniemino  (Benny)  Bufano  would  be  removed  during 
construction;  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  San  Francisco  Arts  Commission,  they  would  later 
be  incorporated  into  the  proposed  project. 
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The  proposed  project  would  be  designed  with  an  architectural  character  intended  to  reflect  the 
scale  and  style  of  structures  in  the  surrounding  neighborhood.  All  residential  buildings  except 
for  the  two  buildings  on  Valencia  Street  would  be  oriented  as  walk-up  apartments  in  street- 
facing  row  houses.  The  two  buildings  on  Valencia  Street  would  each  have  a  residential  entry 
elevator  lobby  and  a  ground  story  design  that  would  reflect  the  commercial  uses  of  that  street. 
The  project  would  include  architectural  features  such  as  bay  windows,  varied  rooflines  and 
varied  massing.  The  maximum  height  of  the  proposed  buildings  would  be  48  feet.  New 
streets  would  be  introduced  to  create  blocks  similar  to  those  in  the  surrounding  Mission 
District  neighborhood  (see  Figures  2  and  3).  The  new  U-shaped  interior  street  would  have 
parallel  surface  parking  on  both  sides  and  would  connect  with  the  new  east-west  through  street 
at  two  points;  the  new  streets  would  be  designed  for  local  residential  traffic.  The  new  interior 
street  would  include  special  paving  to  denote  the  increased  level  of  pedestrian  activity. 

Along  Valencia  Street,  the  project  would  include  street-level  community  spaces,  management 
offices,  and  childcare  center,  with  senior  residences  above.  The  community  center  would  be 
at  the  corner  of  Valencia  and  15th  Streets  (see  Figure  2).  A  secured  "front  door"  would  be 
oriented  toward  this  intersection.  A  semi-public  plaza  would  be  located  west  of  the 
community  center  to  provide  a  multi-function  outdoor  space  for  residents  and  their  guests. 
The  childcare  center,  which  would  front  Valencia  Street,  would  be  adjacent  to  the  community 
center,  adjacent  to  the  dedicated  childcare  open  space;  this  open  space  would  connect  to  the 
community  plaza.  A  computer  learning  center,  intended  for  training  facilities  and  other 
resident  uses,  would  be  adjacent  to  the  childcare  center  fronting  Valencia  Street. 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  66  senior  units,  15  one-bedroom,  114  two-bedroom,  83 
three-bedroom,  and  12  four-bedroom  units.  Except  for  the  senior  units  along  Valencia  Street, 
all  of  the  units  would  have  private  exterior  access  from  the  sidewalk,  with  most  units  sharing  a 
stoop  or  entry  terrace  with  one  other  unit.  All  of  the  units  would  face  the  public  and  private 
streets,  with  visible  front  doors  and  windows  intended  to  provide  "eyes  on  the  street." 
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D.  PROJECT  SCHEDULE,  COST,  AND  APPROVALS 
PROJECT  SCHEDULE  AND  COST 

MHDC  expects  environmental  review,  project  review  and  detailed  design  to  be  completed  by 
Mid-2003.  If  the  proposed  project  were  approved  and  building  permits  issued,  project 
construction  is  anticipated  to  commence  in  late  2003.  During  construction  activities,  Valencia 
Gardens  residents  would  be  temporarily  relocated  to  existing  housing  sites  within  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area.  The  Valencia  Gardens  Relocation  Plan  was  submitted  to  and  approved 
by  HUD  in  2000.  As  of  January  2003,  approximately  172  of  the  246  units  (70  percent  of  the 
units)  have  been  vacated  as  part  of  that  plan.  The  project  would  be  constructed  in  a  single 
phase  requiring  the  relocation  of  all  residents  off  site. 

Construction  would  take  about  24  months,  with  months  1-8  for  demolition  and  excavation; 
months  9-20  for  foundation  construction  and  framing;  and  months  16-24  for  interior 
installation,  with  planned  occupancy  for  August  2005. 

Demolition,  site  preparation,  and  construction  costs  are  estimated  at  about  $38.9  million  (2002 
dollars).  The  project  architect  is  Van  Meter  Williams  Pollack  of  San  Francisco. 

APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS 

Following  a  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR  before  the  City  Planning  Commission,  responses 
to  written  and  oral  comments  will  be  prepared.  The  EIR  will  be  revised  as  appropriate  and 
presented  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  with  the  Comments  and  Responses  for  certification 
as  to  its  accuracy,  objectivity,  and  completeness. 

Discretionary  project  approvals  would  not  be  granted  nor  permits  issues  before  the  Final  EIR 
is  certified.  The  proposed  project  would  require  demolition  and  building  permits  from  the 
Department  of  Building  Inspection.  The  proposed  project  would  require  Conditional  Use 
authorization  from  the  Planning  Commission  to  determine  qualification  as  a  Planned  Unit 
Development  (PUD)  under  Section  304  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  A  PUD  allows  for 
development  of  sites  of  considerable  size  (greater  than  one-half  acre)  as  an  integrated  unit  and 
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permits  well  reasoned  modifications  of  certain  provisions  of  the  Planning  Code  such  as 
parking,  open  space,  rear  yard,  and  bulk  standards.  The  PUD  application  was  submitted 
December  5,  2002. 

The  Project  Sponsor  is  seeking  federal  funds  from  HUD  through  the  SFHA.  As  part  of  the 
HUD  process,  the  proposed  project  requires  review  pursuant  to  Section  106  of  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act.  It  is  anticipated  that  SFHA  and  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
(SHPO)  would  enter  into  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  to  address  the  project's  effects  on 
historic  properties,  including  the  demolition  of  the  existing  structures  and  archaeological 
resources  pursuant  to  Section  106.  The  information  in  these  reports  and  this  process  is 
discussed  in  Chapter  IV  of  this  Draft  EIR. 
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An  application  for  environmental  evaluation  for  the  project  was  filed  July  17,  2002.  On  the 
basis  of  an  Initial  Study  published  November  9,  2002,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
determined  that  an  EIR  was  required.  The  Initial  Study  determined  that  the  following  effects 
of  the  project  would  either  be  insignificant  or  would  be  reduced  to  a  less-than-significant  level 
by  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  project  and  thus  required  no  further  analysis:  land  use, 
plans  and  zoning,  visual  quality,  population,  transportation,  noise,  air  quality,  utilities/public 
services,  biology,  geology /topography,  water,  energy /natural  resources,  hazards,  and 
archeological  resources.  (The  Initial  Study  has  been  included  in  Appendix  A).  Therefore,  the 
EIR  does  not  discuss  those  issues.  The  Initial  Study  also  found  that  the  project  would  have 
potentially  significant  impacts  on  historic  resources  and  this  issue  is  assessed  in  this  chapter. 

A.  ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES1 


SETTING 
PROJECT  SITE 

The  Valencia  Gardens  Public  Housing  site  is  bounded  by  Valencia,  Guerrero,  14th,  and  15th 
Streets  and  consists  of  246  residential  units,  community  space,  a  computer  learning  center  and 
property  management  facilities,  a  childcare  center,  community  open  space,  and  82  surface 
parking  spaces  (see  Figure  1,  Project  Location,  page  ffl-5).  A  fence  surrounds  the  site 
limiting  pedestrian  access.  Automobile  access  to  the  82  surface  parking  spaces  is  from 
Valencia  Street  near  14th  Street  and  Guerrero  Street  near  14th  Street.  Open  space  with  limited 
landscaping  and  a  playground  area  for  the  site  are  oriented  within  the  three  garden  courtyards. 

A  review  of  previous  inventories  and  studies  has  been  performed  by  Carey  &  Co.,  an 
architectural  resources  consulting  firm,  to  detennine  the  presence  of  historically  significant 


1  This  Chapter  is  based  Carey  &  Co.  Inc.  Cultural  Resources  Report,  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI  Project,  San 
Francisco,  California,  February  25,  2003,  which  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street. 

Case  No.  2002.0809E  Draft  EIR 

Valencia  Gardens  Hope  VI  Public  Housing  Project  ~     "  March  22. 2003 


IV.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 


architectural  resources  on,  or  in  the  vicinity  of,  the  proposed  project  site.2  As  a  result  of  this 
analysis,  Valencia  Gardens  appears  to  be  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  The  history  and  architecture  of  the  project  site  are  discussed  below. 

Valencia  Gardens,  sponsored  by  the  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority  (SFHA),  was  designed 
by  well-known  architects  Harry  Thomsen  and  William  Wurster  in  1941,  and  was  completed  by 
late  spring  of  1943  under  the  US  Housing  Authority's  slum  clearance  program.  The 
development  is  built  of  fireproof,  reinforced,  poured-in-place  concrete.  The  exterior  is 
painted  concrete,  the  color  of  which  has  changed  over  time;  murals  have  been  added  on  some 
exterior  walls.  Figures  4a-4c  include  exterior  photos  of  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens. 

The  complex  is  comprised  of  twenty-two  linked  three-story  buildings  arrayed  in  a  serpentine 
plan.  Long  groups  of  three  buildings  run  from  15th  Street  on  the  south  to  a  parking  lot  on  the 
north,  each  one  at  a  different  elevation  as  the  site  slopes  slightly  down  to  the  east.  At  the 
north  end  of  the  site,  the  long  groups  are  each  linked  with  buildings  ranning  east  to  west, 
while  at  the  south  end  of  the  site  only  the  four  central  long  groups  are  similarly  linked.  This 
serpentine  plan  creates  internal  courtyards,  enclosed  on  three  sides.  The  three  courtyards  open 
to  15th  Street  are  formal  garden  courtyards,  while  the  two  open  to  the  north  parking  area  are 
service  yards.  The  courtyard  features  were  designed  by  landscape  architect  Thomas  Church 
and  had  rounded  beds  raised  above  low  brick  walls  or  pools  (see  Figures  4c  and  4d).  The 
landscaped  courtyards  featured  seven  sculptures  by  well-known  San  Francisco  artist  Beniemino 
(Benny)  Bufano  (see  Figure  4d). 

Congress  passed  the  United  States  Housing  Act  in  1937,  establishing  the  US  Housing 
Authority  (USHA)  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  This  Act  allowed  for  the  funding  of 
local  housing  authorities  (including  the  SFHA),  established  income  limits  for  residents  so  that 
the  neediest  people  would  benefit  from  the  program,  mandated  the  elimination  of  slums 
insuring  an  increase  in  the  quality,  not  quantity,  of  urban  housing.  The  USHA  mandated  cost 
limits  per  units.  In  response  to  the  constricted  budgets,  the  designers  looked  to  site  planning, 


2 


Carey  &  Inc.,  Draft  Historic  Significance  Evaluation,  Valencia  Gardens,  San  Francisco,  California,  July  1997. 
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VIEW  NORTH  ON  VALENCIA  STREET 


SOURCE:  EIP  Associates 
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VIEW  WEST  THROUGH  PARKING  AREA 

SOURCE:  EIP  Associates 
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COURTYARD  WITH  SCULPTURE 

SOURCE:  EIP  Associates 


BENNY  BUFANO  SCULPTURE 

SOURCE:  Carey  &  Co. 
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such  as  the  use  of  the  super-block  or  court  plan  as  a  way  to  make  housing  projects  attractive 
and  liveable  without  increasing  costs.  Valencia  Gardens  is  an  example  of  the  court  plan,  using 
inward  facing  buildings  at  the  perimeter  of  the  site,  creating  spacious  and  protected  inner 
courtyards. 

Architect  William  Wurster  has  been  widely  recognized  for  his  use  of  Bay  Area  architectural 
style  and  has  been  called  the  founder  of  the  Bay  Area  regional  school  of  architecture.  Wurster 
has  practiced  with  the  firm  of  Wurster,  Bernardi  and  Emmons  and  was  once  the  head  of  the 
architecture  school  at  the  University  of  California  at  Berkeley.  He  was  influenced  by  social 
and  economic  conditions  during  the  1930's  and  began  to  design  smaller  homes  with  amenities 
of  larger  homes.  Soon  after  the  on-set  of  the  post- World  War  II  housing  boom,  he  became 
interested  in  designing  innovative  and  affordable  mass-produced  homes  with  simple  materials 
and  flexible  plans.  Two  themes  that  characterize  his  career  are  the  minimum  house  and 
modern  community  planning.  As  an  individual  and  with  his  firm,  he  was  involved  with 
projects  in  San  Francisco  such  as  the  former  Bank  of  America  world  headquarters,  the  Golden 
Gateway  Center,  Ghirardelli  Square,  and  the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Housing.  William 
Wurster  also  designed  individual  homes  in  California,  including  the  Gregory  Farmhouse  in  the 
Santa  Cruz  Mountains,  the  Church  House  in  Pasatiempo,  the  Colby  House  in  Berkeley,  and 
the  Clark  Beach  house  in  Aptos. 

Landscape  architect  Thomas  Church,  who  designed  the  landscaping  at  Valencia  Gardens,  was 
responsible  for  the  design  of  over  2,000  residential  gardens,  housing  developments,  and 
corporate  and  college  campuses.  Church  is  considered  a  pioneer  of  modern  landscape  design. 
His  commissions  include  the  Memorial  Court  at  the  San  Francisco  War  Memorial  and 
Performing  Arts  Center  in  San  Francisco,  and  the  Sunset  magazine  headquarters  in  Menlo 
Park,  California.  Church  used  simplified  traditional  styles  using  inexpensive  materials  that 
required  minimal  maintenance  to  highlight  indoor-outdoor  living. 

The  animal  sculptures  at  Valencia  Gardens  were  sculpted  by  Beniemino  (Benny)  Bufano  in  the 
1930s  for  the  Works  Progress  Administration  (WPA)  project  at  Aquatic  Park.  The  sculptures 
placed  on  permanent  loan  to  Valencia  Gardens  include  a  section  with  household  animals 
including  mice  and  cat;  marine  life  including  two  dolphins  and  two  fish;  and  forest  life  with  a 
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butterfly,  a  rabbit,  and  a  bear  with  her  cubs,  which  is  well  known  and  still  is  present  at  the 
project  site.  Other  Bufano  sculptures  are  at  the  Steinhart  Aquarium  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and 
outside  the  North  Beach  headquarters  of  the  International  Longshormen's  and 
Warehousemen's  Union  (ILWU).  Bufano 's  work  is  characterized  by  his  use  of  granite, 
stainless  steel  and  mosaic.  In  addition,  he  created  stone  sculptures  to  make  political 
statements. 

PROJECT  VICINITY 

The  project  site  is  in  the  Mission  District  of  San  Francisco.  First  developed  during  the 
Spanish/Mexican  era  (1776-1846),  a  small  community  surrounded  Mission  Dolores  at  what  is 
now  16th  and  Dolores  Streets.  By  the  end  of  the  19th  century  the  city  and  its  major 
neighborhoods  had  expanded  considerably,  and  the  Mission  District  became  a  combination  of 
undeveloped  and  developed  land. 

As  a  result  of  the  fire  following  the  April  1906  earthquake,  all  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity 
burned  down.  A  post-earthquake  construction  boom  began  after  the  1906  earthquake,  and 
over  half  of  the  buildings  now  in  the  project  vicinity  date  to  the  1906-1920  period  and  were 
built  in  a  late  Victorian  architectural  style.  Generally,  these  structures  were  three  to  four 
stories,  with  architectural  details  such  as  bay  windows,  wooden-sash,  double-hung  windows, 
cornices  with  dentils,  false-front  parapets,  turned  columns  at  the  entrances  and  other  wood 
detailing,  and  multi-colored  paint  schemes.  Much  of  this  development  was  residential  in 
nature,  particularly  along  14th  and  Guerrero  Streets,  with  some  mixed  residential/commercial 
buildings  on  15th  and  Valencia  Streets.  The  State  Armory  and  Arsenal  building  at  1800 
Mission  Street  went  up  at  this  time,  as  did  the  Sheet  Metal  Workers  Union  Hall  at  224 
Guerrero  Street,  and  a  small  church  at  449  14th  Street. 

Another  25  percent  of  the  buildings  seen  today  in  the  project  vicinity  were  constructed  in  the 
1920s.  Most  of  these  were  residential/commercial  or  commercial  uses,  located  on  scattered 
open  lots  throughout  the  area.  In  general,  development  dating  to  this  period  consisted  of 
attached  buildings,  three  to  five  stories  in  height,  designed  in  late  Victorian  or  early  Modern 
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styles.  Early  Modern  architecture  is  similar  to  the  late  Victorian  style,  but  with  far  less 
embellishment  and  often  of  stucco  or  brick  with  wood  trim. 

The  economic  downturn  of  the  Depression  and  the  outbreak  of  World  War  II  dampened  the 
building  expansion  of  earlier  years.  Only  three  structures,  of  one-  or  two-story  Modern 
commercial  design,  were  constructed  between  1930  and  1945.  Having  filled  all  available  lots, 
these  building  represent  the  end  of  the  post- 1906  redevelopment  of  the  area. 

Construction  of  new  buildings  in  the  area  around  the  project  site  did  not  begin  again  until 
about  1960.  It  was  at  this  time  that  a  large  four-story  Mid-Century  Modern  apartment  building 
was  constructed  on  the  site  of  the  former  Building  Trades  Temple  Association  headquarters,  at 
the  corner  of  14th  and  Guerrero  Streets.  Since  then,  a  series  of  mostly  small  residential 
buildings  have  been  constructed  on  lots  in  the  area  that  previously  held  other  structures. 
Today,  development  continues  as  primarily  residential  in-fill.  Projects  currently  underway 
include  a  four-plus  story  buildings  at  the  corner  of  14th  and  Guerrero  Streets,  15th  and 
Guerrero  Streets,  and  along  Valencia  near  15th  Street.  The  character  of  the  project  vicinity 
continues  to  be  residential  with  some  residential/commercial  or  commercial  uses,  three  to  five 
stories  in  height,  designed  in  primarily  late  Victorian  style  with  some  early  Modern  and 
Modern  styles. 

HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  REGULATIONS  AND  CRITERIA 

Historic  architectural  surveys  provide  information  about  existing  properties  that  may  be  of 
value  to  a  community.  Designation  or  listing  on  a  registry  or  cultural  and/or  historical 
resources  may  occur  if  a  building  is  found  to  be  of  value;  designated  or  listing  can  also  serve 
to  alert  potential  developers  of  the  public's  interest  in  such  properties  through  review  by  public 
boards  and  commissions.  There  are  a  number  of  surveys  and  lists  of  San  Francisco  structures 
that  are  considered  to  have  attained  a  degree  of  architectural,  historical,  and/or  contextual 
importance. 
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National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

The  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (National  Register)  is  the  nation's  master  inventory  of 
known  historic  resources.  The  National  Register  is  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service 
and  includes  listings  of  buildings,  structures,  sites,  objects,  and  districts  that  possess  historic, 
architectural,  engineering,  archeological,  or  cultural  significance  at  the  National,  State  or  local 
level. 

Structures,  sites,  buildings,  districts  and  objects  over  50  years  of  age  can  be  listed  on  the 
National  Register  as  significant  historic  resources.  However,  properties  under  50  years  of  age 
that  are  of  exceptional  importance  or  are  contributors  to  a  district  can  also  be  included  on  the 
National  Register.  The  criteria  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  include  resources  that: 

A)  are  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  broad 
patterns  of  history, 

B)  are  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  significant  in  our  past, 

C)  embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  or  method  of  construction,  or 
that  represent  the  work  or  a  master,  or  that  possess  high  artistic  values,  or  that 
represent  a  significant  and  distinguishable  entity  whose  components  may  lack  individual 
distinction,  or 

D)  have  yielded  or  may  likely  yield  information  important  in  prehistory  or  history. 

Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  requires  the  lead  agency  to  determine 
whether  the  project  site  possesses  historic  significance;  assess  the  impact  of  the  undertaking  on 
the  historic  resource  and  determine  whether  the  impact  is  adverse;  and  if  adverse,  establish  a 
consultation  process  with  the  President's  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (Advisory 
Council)  and  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  on  the  impact  of  the  proposed 
project  on  the  historic  resource. 

The  survey  prepared  by  Carey  &  Co.  for  the  Section  106  review  concludes  that  the  Valencia 
Gardens  complex  is  eligible  for  listing  as  a  district  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
under  Criterion  A  due  to  its  association  with  the  social  and  architectural  history  of  public 
housing,  and  Criterion  C  because  it  is  the  work  of  a  well-known  Bay  Area  architect,  landscape 
architect  and  sculptor,  and  embodies  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  the  Modern  style 
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associated  with  the  Bay  Area.3  The  Valencia  Gardens  complex  appears  to  fall  under  the 
category  of  district  in  that  it  possesses  a  significant  concentration,  linkage,  or  continuity  of 
sites,  buildings,  structures  or  objects  united  historically  or  aesthetically  by  plan  or  physical 
development. 

In  terms  of  integrity,  the  property  is  in  its  original  location  and  continues  to  be  used  as  public 
housing.  The  buildings  remain  virtually  unchanged,  and  with  the  exception  of  the  windows 
and  areas  of  glass  brick  and  new  paint  color  schemes,  the  exterior  of  the  buildings  are  virtually 
unchanged  and  are  in  fair  condition.  The  building  interiors,  including  floor  finishes,  kitchen 
fittings  and  bathroom  fixtures  have  been  replaced.  The  courtyards  retain  a  very  high  degree  of 
integrity,  including  the  Bufano  sculptures,  and  are  in  good  condition. 

As  discussed  below,  buildings  or  districts  determined  to  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register 
are  considered  listed  on  the  California  Register  of  Historic  Places.  The  CEQA  definition  of  an 
historic  resource  includes  structures  determined  eligible  for  listing  in  the  California  Register  of 
Historical  Resources,  and  a  project  is  normally  found  to  have  a  significant  effect  on 
architectural  resources  if  it  will  substantially  disrupt  a  property  that  has  been  determined  to  be 
an  historic  resource. 

Properties  in  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

The  historic  resources  Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE)  is  defined  as  "the  geographic  area  or 
areas  within  which  an  undertaking  may  cause  changes  in  the  character  or  use  of  historic 
properties,  if  any  such  properties  exist,"  [36  CFR  800.2(c)].  The  APE  boundaries  for 
Valencia  Gardens  was  defined  as  properties  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  and  the  one  to  two 
additional  properties  to  the  east  as  to  extend  the  APE  to  include  the  State  Armory  and  Arsenal 
which  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  In  addition,  two  properties  in  the 
APE  may  become  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  when  further  architectural  and 


3  Carey  &  Inc.  Draft  Historic  Significance  Evaluation,  Valencia  Gardens,  San  Francisco,  California.  July  1997. 

Case  No.  2002.0809E   ^  Draft  EIR 

Valencia  Gardens  Hope  VI  Public  Housing  Project  ~       '  March  22, 2003 


IV.  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts 


historic  research  is  performed,  the  Sheet  Metal  Workers  Union  Hall  and  the  apartments  at  361 
and  375  14th  Street.4 

The  State  Armory  and  Arsenal,  San  Francisco  Landmark  No.  108,  1800  Mission  Street,  was 
listed  on  the  National  Register  in  1978  for  its  architecture  as  "an  outstanding  example  of  the 
metropolitan  armories  built  in  the  late  Nineteenth  and  early  Twentieth  Century."  While  built 
from  1912  to  1914,  the  structure  resembles  a  Medieval  fortress  with  rough  red/brown  clinker 
brick  exterior  surface  walls  curve  outward  slightly  toward  the  ground,  long  narrow  slit 
windows,  and  four  octagonal  corner  towers.5 

The  Sheet  Metal  Workers  Union  Hall,  San  Francisco  Landmark  No.  150,  224  Guerrero  Street, 
was  built  in  1906.  It  is  a  two-story,  residential  over  commercial  building,  rectangular  in  plan. 
It  is  of  wood-frame  construction  with  a  pressed  sheet  metal  facade  and  a  partially-tiled 
commercial  space  on  the  ground  story.  Based  on  their  November  2002  survey,  Carey  &  Co. 
conclude  that  when  more  research  is  performed  for  the  property  it  may  become  eligible  for 
listing  on  the  National  Register  due  to  its  potential  architectural  significance  and/or  connection 
to  the  neighborhood's  labor  history.6 

The  apartments  at  361  and  375  14th  Street,  built  about  1925,  are  rectangular  in  plan,  with 
identical  but  mirrored  designs.  Each  apartment  features  a  ground-story  garage  area  topped  by 
two  stories  of  apartments,  a  flat  roof,  stucco  cladding  on  the  ground  story,  and  a  combination 
of  stucco  and  brick  on  the  upper  stories.  Based  on  their  November  2002  survey,  Carey  &  Co. 
conclude  that  given  this  property's  proximity  to  the  Armory  and  its  architectural  elaboration,  it 
may  become  eligible  to  the  National  Register  if  additional  research  into  its  history  were  to 
discover  qualifying  association  with  the  Armory.7 


4  Carey  &  Co.  Inc.  Cultural  Resources  Report,  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI  Project,  San  Francisco,  California. 
February  25,  2003,  which  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department,  1660  Mission  Street. 

5  For  more  details  on  this  building,  refer  to  Carey  &  Co.'s  report,  Cultural  Resources  Report,  Valencia  Gardens 
HOPE  VI  Project,  San  Francisco,  California,  February  25,  2003,  which  is  available  for  public  review  by 
appointment  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department. 

6  Ibid. 

7  Ibid. 
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California  Register  of  Historic  Places 

The  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  (California  Register)  includes  buildings  and 
structures  formally  determined  eligible  and/or  listed  through  procedures  adopted  by  the  SHPO, 
and  also  includes  buildings  previously  determined  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register. 
Valencia  Gardens  would  be  considered  listed  on  the  California  Register  if  formally  determined 
to  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  during  the  ongoing  Section  106  process.  The  State 
Armory  and  Arsenal,  by  virtue  of  its  listing  in  the  National  Register,  is  also  listed  in  the 
California  Register.  If  formally  determined  to  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register,  the  Sheet 
Metal  Workers  Union  Hall  and  the  apartments  at  361  and  375  14th  Street  would  also  be  listed 
in  the  California  Register;  a  formal  request  for  determination  for  these  buildings  has  not  been 
made. 

1976  Department  of  City  Planning  Citywide  Survey 

Between  1974  and  1976,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  conducted  a  citywide 
inventory  of  the  City's  approximately  170,000  structures  to  determine  their  architectural 
importance.  The  physical  appearance  of  both  contemporary  and  older  buildings  were  surveyed 
but  historical  associations  were  not  included  in  the  study.  An  advisory  review  committee  of 
architects  and  architectural  historians  determined  that  10,000  of  these  buildings  were  eligible 
for  inclusion  in  the  survey  based  upon  various  factors,  including  architectural  design,  urban 
design  context,  and  overall  environmental  significance.  These  buildings  represent  roughly  10 
percent  of  the  City's  entire  building  stock.  Buildings  included  in  the  survey  are  rated  from  a 
low  of  '0,'  contextually  significant,  to  a  high  of  '5,'  highest  overall  significance. 

In  January  2003,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department's  computerized  database  indicated 
that  Valencia  Gardens  was  included  in  the  1976  Survey.  However,  the  department  was  unable 
to  provide  additional  detailed  information  on  how  the  property  was  rated. 

Three  properties  within  the  APE  were  rated  in  the  1976  Citywide  Survey.  The  State  Armory 
and  Arsenal  building  and  the  apartments  at  361  and  375  14th  Street  were  rated  a  "3"  and  the 
Sheet  Metal  Workers  Union  Hall  was  rated  a  "4."  In  the  estimation  of  the  inventory 
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participants,  buildings  rated  "3"  or  higher  represent  approximately  the  best  2  percent  of  the 
City's  architecture. 

Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code 

Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code  provides  for  designation  of  landmark  buildings  and 
prevents  the  unnecessary  destruction  of  "structures,  sites,  and  areas  of  special  character  or 
special  historical,  architectural  or  aesthetic  interest  or  value."  Valencia  Gardens  is  not  a 
designated  landmark  in  Article  10.  Within  the  APE,  two  properties  discussed  above,  the  State 
Armory  and  Arsenal,  Landmark  No.  108,  and  the  Sheet  Metal  Workers  Union  Hall, 
Landmark  No.  150  are  listed  in  Article  10.  As  Article  10  is  an  adopted  local  register  of 
historic  resources,  both  of  these  buildings  would  be  considered  historical  resources  for  the 
purposes  of  CEQA. 

IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

A  project  is  normally  found  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  architectural  resources  if  it  will 
substantially  disrupt  or  substantially  adversely  affect  a  property  that  has  been  determined  to  be 
an  historical  resource  as  per  CEQA  Section  21084.1  and  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5. 
CEQA  states  that  "a  project  that  may  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of 
an  historical  resource  is  a  project  that  may  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment. "  This 
section  further  defines  a  "historical  resource"  as  one  that  is  listed  in,  or  determined  eligible  for 
listing  in,  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  addition,  a  resource  that  (i)  is 
identified  as  significant  in  a  local  register  of  historical  resources,  such  as  Article  10  and 
Article  11  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  or  (ii)  is  deemed  significant  due  to  its 
identification  in  an  historical  resources  survey  meeting  the  requirements  of  Public  Resources 
Code  Section  5024.1(g),  is  presumed  to  be  historically  significant  unless  a  preponderance  of 
evidence  demonstrates  otherwise.  A  "substantial  adverse  change"  is  defined  in  Public 
Resources  Code  Sec.  5020. 1  as  "demolition,  destruction,  relocation,  or  alteration  such  that  the 
significance  of  an  historical  resource  would  be  impaired." 
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DEMOLITION  OF  VALENCIA  GARDENS  PUBLIC  HOUSING 

Valencia  Garden  was  designed  by  William  Wurster  and  Harry  Thomsen  and  completed  in 
1943.  The  buildings  have  been  undergone  minimal  change  over  the  last  60  years  and  are 
currently  in  fair  condition.  The  SHPO  is  currently  reviewing  Section  106  documentation 
prepared  for  and  submitted  by  San  Francisco  Mayors  Office  of  Housing  (MOH)  and  SFHA, 
including  Carey  &  Co.'s  determination  that  Valencia  Gardens  appears  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  under  Criterion  A  and  C.  For  the  purposes  of  CEQA,  Valencia  Gardens  is  treated  in 
this  Draft  EIR  as  though  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens  buildings  are  an  "historical  resource." 
Therefore,  the  demolition  of  Valencia  Gardens  would  then  be  "deemed  significant"  per  CEQA 
Section  21084.1.  The  proposed  project  would  demolish  all  22  existing  residential  buildings 
and  would  remove  surface  parking  on  the  project  site.  Demolition  would  be  a  significant 
adverse  effect  of  the  proposed  project  on  cultural  resources. 

OTHER  HISTORIC  RESOURCES 

The  proposed  project  would  remove  all  the  buildings  and  related  features  currently  located  on 
the  site  and  construct  a  new  housing  development  on  that  same  site.  There  would  be  no  direct 
impacts  to  historic  resources  or  potential  historic  resources  in  the  project  vicinity.  However, 
the  potential  exists  for  indirect  impacts  to  adjacent  sites  attributable  to  demolition  and 
construction  activities  for  the  proposed  project.  As  the  project  site  is  bounded  on  three  sides 
by  streets  (Guerrero,  15th  and  Valencia  Streets)  the  project  site  is  set  back  from  other  sites  and 
at  such  a  distance  there  would  be  a  very  low  possibility  of  any  impacts  for  construction 
activities  associated  with  the  proposed  project.  There  would  be  no  direct  or  indirect  impacts 
to  the  State  Armory  and  Arsenal,  the  Sheet  Metal  Workers  Union  Hall,  or  the  apartments  at 
361  and  375  14th  Street. 
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V.    MITIGATION  MEASURES  AND  IMPROVEMENT 
MEASURES 


A.     MITIGATION  MEASURES 

In  the  course  of  project  planning  and  design,  measures  have  been  identified  that  would  reduce 
or  eliminate  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  project.  These  measures  have  been 
adopted  by  the  Project  Sponsor  and,  therefore,  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  project. 

Mitigation  Measures  identified  in  this  EIR  or  the  Initial  Study  are  discussed  below.  If  a 
Mitigation  Measure  that  was  included  in  the  Initial  Study  has  been  revised  since  the 
publication  of  the  Initial  Study,  changes  to  the  measures  are  indicated  in  underline.  (The 
Initial  Study  is  included  in  Appendix  A.)  Mitigation  Measures  identified  in  this  Draft  EIR  and 
the  Initial  Study  would  be  required  by  decision  makers  as  conditions  of  project  approval  unless 
they  are  demonstrated  to  be  infeasible  based  on  substantial  evidence  in  the  record. 

ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 

As  discussed  in  Section  IV. A,  Architectural  Resources  (page  IV-1)  for  the  purposes  of  CEQA, 
Valencia  Gardens  is  treated  in  this  Draft  EIR  as  an  historic  resource  and  its  demolition  would 
be  a  significant  unavoidable  impact  on  cultural  resources.  This  significant  unavoidable  impact 
would  be  reduced  (though  not  eliminated)  through  the  implementation  of  the  following 
mitigation  measures: 

1.       Prior  to  any  physical  removal  of  buildings  or  site  features,  the  Project  Sponsor  would 
prepare,  or  cause  to  be  prepared,  documentation  of  Valencia  Gardens  complex.  Such 
documentation  would  include  the  precise  recording  of  the  structures  through 
measurements,  drawings,  and  photographs  and  would  meet  the  Historic  American 
Buildings  Survey  (HABS)  recordation  standards.  The  HABS  documentation  would 
include  the  following: 

•        HABS  outline  report  would  be  prepared  and  would  include  descriptive  and 
historical  information  on  the  buildings,  the  architects,  the  landscaping,  the 
landscape  architect,  the  sculptures,  and  the  artist.  Information  from  the 
previous  reports  prepared  including  the  Valencia  Gardens  Draft  Historic 
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Significance  Evaluation,  Carey  &  Co.,  1997,  and  the  Verification  of  Historic 
Significance,  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI Project,  Carey  &  Co.,  2002,  would 
be  used  to  fulfill  some  of  the  requirements  for  descriptive  and  historical 
information. 

•  Photographic  documentation  of  the  exterior  of  Valencia  Gardens  neighborhood 
setting,  buildings,  courtyards,  landscape  and  site  features,  and  sculptures  would 
be  prepared. 

•  Photographic  documentation  of  selected  interiors,  including  a  typical  dwelling 
unit,  would  be  prepared.  The  selected  dwelling  unit  would  be  appropriately 
described  in  the  outline  report  and  keyed  to  the  photographs. 

•  All  photographic  documentation  would  follow  the  HABS  Photographic 
Standards  for  detail  and  quality,  use  of  large  format  photographs  and  negatives, 
archival  processing,  labeling,  and  sacrificial  test  prints.  Two  sets  of  archival 
prints  and  one  set  of  archival  negatives  would  be  prepared. 

•  Existing  architect's  drawings  of  the  housing  complex  would  be  included  in  the 
HABS  documentation.  Reference  would  be  made  in  the  documentation  report  to 
the  repository  where  the  drawings  are  housed. 

2.       The  documentation  of  Valencia  Gardens  would  be  submitted  to  the  following 
repositories: 

•  Documentation  report  and  one  set  of  photographs  and  negatives  would  be 
submitted  to  the  History  Room  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library. 

•  Documentation  report  would  be  submitted  to  the  Northwest  Information  Center 
of  the  California  Historical  Resources  Information  Resource  System. 

•  Documentation  report,  one  set  of  photographs,  original  drawings,  and 
rehabilitation  drawings  would  be  submitted  to  the  Wurster,  Bernardi  &  Emmons 
Collection,  1922- 1974, Environmental  Design  Archives,  in  the  College  of 
Environmental  Design,  University  of  California,  Berkeley.  The  original 
drawings  are  identified  in  the  Appendix  II  of  Draft  Historic  Significance 
Evaluation  of  the  Valencia  Gardens  as  "Original  Drawings  for  Valencia  Gardens 
on  03-10-41  by  Harry  A.  Thomsen  Jr.  and  William  Wilson  Wurster."  The 
rehabilitation  drawings  are  identified  as  "Renovation  Drawings  for  Kitchens  and 
Bathrooms  on  12-28-73  by  the  Housing  Authority  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco."  Both  drawings  sets  are  in  the  possession  of  the  San  Francisco 
Housing  Authority. 

•  The  documentation  report  and  xerographic  copies  of  the  photographs  would  be 
submitted  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  for  review  prior  to 
issuance  of  any  permit  that  may  be  required  by  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  for  demolition  of  Valencia  Gardens. 
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•        The  documentation  report  and  xerographic  copies  of  the  photographs  would  be 
submitted  to  the  San  Francisco  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board. 

3.       The  Project  Sponsor  would  provide  a  publicly  accessible  interpretive  display  area  on 
the  project  site  to  include  interpretive  materials,  such  as  photographs,  oral  histories, 
architectural  drawings  and  site  plans,  and/or  written  histories  documenting  the  lives  of, 
and  events  associated  with,  past  occupants  of  the  Valencia  Gardens  Housing  Project. 
The  interpretive  display  would  be  submitted  to  the  San  Francisco  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  for  review  and  approval  prior  to  final  installation. 

6.  The  Project  Sponsor  would  work  with  the  San  Francisco  Arts  Commission  to 
incorporate  the  Bufano  sculptures  into  the  proposed  site  design.  Subject  to  Arts 
Commission  approval,  the  Bufano  sculptures  would  be  returned  to  the  project  site  after 
construction.  Prior  to  removing  the  sculptures  from  the  site,  an  art  conservator  would 
inspect  each  sculpture  to  determine  their  existing  condition.  A  qualified  mover  with 
experience  in  moving  fine  art  pieces  would  be  contracted  to  move  the  sculptures  to  a 
storage  facility  during  construction  of  the  proposed  project.  The  storage  facility  would 
be  one  recommended  by  the  art  conservator.  The  same  moving  company  would  move 
the  sculptures  back,  and  their  placement  on  the  project  site  would  be  supervised  by  the 
art  conservator.  • 


NOISE 


5.  The  Project  Sponsor  shall  require  project  construction  contractor(s)  to  pre-drill  holes  to 
the  maximum  depth  feasible  on  the  basis  of  soil  conditions.  Contractors  shall  be 
required  to  use  construction  equipment  with  state-of-the-art  noise  shielding  and 
muffling  devices. 

6.  The  Project  Sponsor  shall  incorporate  any  noise  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the 
Noise  Assessment  of  the  Special  Environmental  Clearance  prepared  according  to  HUD 
regulations  (24  CFR  Part  51,  Subpart  B). 

AIR  QUALITY 

7.  The  Project  Sponsor  shall  require  the  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  site  with  water  during 
excavation  and  construction  activities;  spray  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at 
least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks 
hauling  debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during 
excavation  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions. 

8.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that 
non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  Project  Sponsor 
would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water 
Program  for  this  purpose.  The  Project  Sponsor  shall  require  the  project  contractor (s) 
to  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of 
particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors  when 
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equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of 
specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  from  equipment  that  would  be  in 
frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period. 

GEOLOGY 


9.  One  or  more  geotechnical  investigations  by  a  California-licensed  geotechnical  engineer 
are  included  as  part  of  the  project.  The  Project  Sponsor  and  its  contractors  shall  follow 
the  recommendations  of  the  final  geotechnical  reports  regarding  any  excavation  and 
construction  for  the  project.  The  Project  Sponsor  shall  ensure  that  the  construction 
contractor  conducts  a  pre-construction  survey  of  existing  conditions  and  monitors  the 
adjacent  buildings  for  damage  during  construction,  if  recommended  by  the  geotechnical 
engineer. 

10.  If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  shall  address  the  potential 
settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  on  this  discussion,  the 
soils  report  would  determine  whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey 
should  be  done  to  monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and 
adjacent  streets.  If  a  monitoring  survey  were  recommended,  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection  would  require  that  a  Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of 
the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  Project  Sponsor  to  perform  this  monitoring. 
Instruments  shall  be  used  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during 
construction,  groundwater  recharge  shall  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  The  Project 
Sponsor  shall  delay  construction  if  necessary.  Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary 
repairs  to  service  lines  under  the  street  shall  be  born  by  the  Project  Sponsor. 

If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  Project  Sponsor  and  its  contractor  shall  follow  the 
geotechnical  engineers'  recommendations  regarding  dewatering  to  avoid  settlement  of 
adjacent  streets,  utilities,  and  buildings  that  could  potentially  occur  as  a  result  of 
dewatering. 

11.  The  Project  Sponsor  and  its  contractor  shall  follow  the  geotechnical  engineers' 
recommendations  regarding  installation  of  settlement  markers  around  the  perimeter  of 
shoring  to  monitor  any  ground  movements  outside  of  the  shoring  itself.  Shoring 
systems  shall  be  modified  as  necessary  in  the  event  that  substantial  movements  are 
detected. 


WATER  QUALITY 

12.      If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  Project  Sponsor  shall  follow  the  recommendations  of 
the  geotechnical  engineer  or  environmental  remediation  consultant,  in  consultation  with 
the  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works,  regarding  treatment,  if  any,  of  pumped  groundwater  prior  to  discharge  to  the 
combined  sewer  system. 
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If  dewatering  were  necessary,  groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  shall  be  retained  in  a 
holding  tank  to  allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  were  found  to  be  necessary 
by  the  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  to  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the  combined  sewer  system. 

13.      The  Project  Sponsor  shall  require  the  general  contractor  to  install  and  maintain 

sediment  traps  in  local  storm  water  intakes  during  construction  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
sediment  entering  the  combined  sewer  system,  if  this  were  found  to  be  necessary  by  the 
Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works. 


HAZARDS 

14.      In  addition  to  local,  state,  and  federal  requirements  for  handling  hazardous  materials 
and  soil  and  groundwater  containing  chemical  contaminants,  the  Project  Sponsor  shall 
enter  into  a  remedial  action  agreement  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health  pursuant 
to  Health  and  Safety  Code  Section  101480  et  seq.  At  a  mmimum,  the  Project  Sponsor 
shall  undertake  the  following  work  and  any  additional  requirements  imposed  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Health  under  the  agreementif  soil  samples  for  waste 
characterization  and  disposal  acceptance  indicate  that  chemical  concentrations  is  the 
soil  are  above  any  of  the  U.S.  EPA  Preliminary  Remediation  Goals  for  Residential  Soil 
(PRGs). 


a.       The  Project  Sponsor  shall  implement  a  project  specific  health  and  safety  plan 
(HSP)  to  be  used  during  construction  activities.  The  HSP  shall  address  the 
safety  and  health  hazards  of  the  project  and  procedures  for  the  protection  of 
construction  workers  whom  may  be  in  contact  with  potentially  contaminated 
soil.  The  HSP  shall  also  specify  site  control  programs,  engineering  controls, 
safe  work  practices,  air  monitoring  requirements,  and  a  description  of  proper 
personal  protective  equipment.  The  plan  shall  also  include  measure  to  minimize 
public  exposure  to  potentially  contaminated  soil  (i.e.,  dust).  Such  measures 
would  include  dust  control,  appropriate  site  security,  restriction  of  public 
access,  and  posting  of  warning  signs. 

If  contaminated  soils  are  encountered  during  earth-moving  activities,  these  soils 
shall  be  disposed  of  off-site  in  accordance  with  California  hazardous  waste 
disposal  regulations  (CCR  Title  26)  or  shall  be  managed  in  place  with  approval 
of  the  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC),  the 
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB),  or  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH). 


b.       Prior  to  any  demolition  or  excavation  at  the  project  site  the  Project  Sponsor 
shall  conduct  surveys  to  identify  any  potentially  hazardous  materials  (e.g., 
asbestos,  lead-based  paints,  PCBs,  mercury)  in  existing  buildings  or  building 
materials.  At  a  minimum,  these  surveys  shall  identify  any  hazardous  materials 
that  would  require  removal  and  disposal  prior  to  demolition.  These  surveys 
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shall  be  completed  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or  a  similarly 
qualified  individual. 

c.       All  reports  and  plans  prepared  in  accordance  with  this  mitigation  measure  shall 
be  provided  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  and  any  other 
agencies  identified  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health.  When  all  hazardous 
materials  have  been  removed  from  existing  buildings,  and  soil  and  groundwater 
analysis  and  other  activities  have  been  completed,  as  appropriate,  the  Project 
Sponsor  shall  submit  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (and  any  other  agencies  identified  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Health)  a  report  stating  that  the  mitigation  measure  has 
been  implemented.  The  report  shall  describe  the  steps  taken  to  comply  with  the 
mitigation  measure  and  include  all  verifying  documentation.  The  report  shall  be 
certified  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or  a  similarly  qualified 
individual  who  states  that  all  necessary  mitigation  measures  have  been 
implemented. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

15.      Based  on  a  reasonable  presumption  that  archeological  resources  may  be  present  within 
the  project  site,  the  following  measures  shall  be  undertaken  to  avoid  any  potentially 
significant  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed  project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical 
resources.  The  Project  Sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archeological 
consultant  having  expertise  in  California  prehistoric  and  urban  historical  archeology. 
The  archeological  consultant  shall  undertake  an  archeological  testing  program  as 
specified  herein.  In  addition,  the  consultant  shall  be  available  to  conduct  an 
archeological  monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  program  if  required  pursuant  to  this 
measure.  The  archeological  consultant's  work  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with 
this  measure  and  with  the  requirements  of  the  project  archaeological  research  design 
and  treatment  plan  (Archeo-Tec,  From  Bull  Fights  to  Baseball:  Archaeological 
Research  Design  and  Treatment  Plan  for  the  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI  Project, 
December  2002)  at  the  direction  of  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO).  In 
instances  of  any  inconsistency  between  the  requirements  of  the  project  archaeological 
research  design  and  treatment  plan  and  of  this  archaeological  mitigation  measure,  the 
requirement  of  the  latter  shall  prevail.  All  plans  and  reports  prepared  by  the  consultant 
as  specified  herein  shall  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO  for  review  and 
comment,  and  shall  be  considered  draft  reports  subject  to  revision  until  final  approval 
by  the  ERO.  Archeological  monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  programs  required  by  this 
measure  could  suspend  construction  of  the  project  for  up  to  a  maximum  of  four  weeks. 
At  the  direction  of  the  ERO,  the  suspension  of  construction  can  be  extended  beyond 
four  weeks  only  if  such  a  suspension  is  the  only  feasible  means  to  reduce  to  a  less  than 
significant  level  potential  effects  on  a  significant  archeological  resource  as  defined  in 
CEQA  Guidelines  Sect.  15064.5  (a)(c). 


Archeological  Testing  Program.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  prepare  and  submit 
to  the  ERO  for  review  and  approval  an  archeological  testing  plan  (ATP).  The 
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archeological  testing  program  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  approved 
ATP.  The  ATP  shall  identify  the  property  types  of  the  expected  archeological 
resource(s)  that  potentially  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  the 
testing  method  to  be  used,  and  the  locations  recommended  for  testing.  The  purpose  of 
the  archeological  testing  program  will  be  to  determine  to  the  extent  possible  the 
presence  or  absence  of  archeological  resources  and  to  identify  and  to  evaluate  whether 
any  archeological  resource  encountered  on  the  site  constitutes  an  historical  resource 
under  CEQA. 

At  the  completion  of  the  archeological  testing  program,  the  archeological  consultant 
shall  submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  to  the  ERO.  If  based  on  the  archeological 
testing  program  the  archeological  consultant  finds  that  significant  archeological 
resources  may  be  present,  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant 
shall  determine  if  additional  measures  are  warranted.  Additional  measures  that  may  be 
undertaken  include  additional  archeological  testing,  archeological  monitoring,  and/or 
an  archeological  data  recovery  program.  If  the  ERO  determines  that  a  significant 
archeological  resource  is  present  and  that  the  resource  could  be  adversely  affected  by 
the  proposed  project,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Project  Sponsor  either: 

A)  The  proposed  project  shall  be  re-designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect 
on  the  significant  archeological  resource;  or 

B)  A  data  recovery  program  shall  be  implemented,  unless  the  ERO  determines 
that  the  archeological  resource  is  of  greater  interpretive  than  research 
significance  and  that  interpretive  use  of  the  resource  is  feasible. 

Archeological  Monitoring  Program.  If  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological 
consultant  determines  that  an  archeological  monitoring  program  shall  be  implemented 
the  archeological  monitoring  program  shall  minimally  include  the  following  provisions: 


•  The  archeological  consultant,  Project  Sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult 
on  the  scope  of  the  AMP  reasonably  prior  to  any  project-related  soils  disturbing 
activities  commencing.  The  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological 
consultant  shall  determine  what  project  activities  shall  be  archeologically 
monitored.  In  most  cases,  any  soils-  disturbing  activities,  such  as  demolition, 
foundation  removal,  excavation,  grading,  utilities  installation,  foundation  work, 
driving  of  piles  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  site  remediation,  etc.,  shall  require 
archeological  monitoring  because  of  the  risk  these  activities  pose  to  potential 
archaeological  resources  and  to  their  depositional  context; 

•  The  archeological  consultant  shall  advise  all  project  contractors  to  be  on  the 
alert  for  evidence  of  the  presence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  of  how  to  identify 
the  evidence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  and  of  the  appropriate  protocol  in  the 
event  of  apparent  discovery  of  an  archeological  resource; 
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•  The  archeological  monitor(s)  shall  be  present  on  the  project  site  according  to  a 
schedule  agreed  upon  by  the  archeological  consultant  and  the  ERO  until  the 
ERO  has,  in  consultation  with  project  archeological  consultant,  determined  that 
project  construction  activities  could  have  no  effects  on  significant  archeological 
deposits; 

•  The  archeological  monitor  shall  record  and  be  authorized  to  collect  soil  samples 
and  artifactual/ecofactual  material  as  warranted  for  analysis; 

•  If  an  intact  archeological  deposit  is  encountered,  all  soils-disturbing  activities  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  deposit  shall  cease.  The  archeological  monitor  shall  be 
empowered  to  temporarily  redirect  demolition/excavation/pile 
driving/construction  activities  and  equipment  until  the  deposit  is  evaluated.  If  in 
the  case  of  pile  driving  activity  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  the  archeological 
monitor  has  cause  to  believe  that  the  pile  driving  activity  may  affect  an 
archeological  resource,  the  pile  driving  activity  shall  be  terminated  until  an 
appropriate  evaluation  of  the  resource  has  been  made  in  consultation  with  the 
ERO.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  immediately  notify  the  ERO  of  the 
encountered  archeological  deposit.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  make  a 
reasonable  effort  to  assess  the  identity,  integrity,  and  significance  of  the 
encountered  archeological  deposit,  and  present  the  findings  of  this  assessment  to 
the  ERO. 

Whether  or  not  significant  archeological  resources  are  encountered,  the  archeological 
consultant  shall  submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  of  the  monitoring  program  to  the 
ERO. 

Archeological  Data  Recovery  Program.  The  archeological  data  recovery  program  shall 
be  conducted  in  accord  with  an  archeological  data  recovery  plan  (ADRP).  The 
archeological  consultant,  Project  Sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult  on  the 
scope  of  the  ADRP  prior  to  preparation  of  a  draft  ADRP.  The  archeological  consultant 
shall  submit  a  draft  ADRP  to  the  ERO.  The  ADRP  shall  identify  how  the  proposed 
data  recovery  program  will  preserve  the  significant  information  the  archeological 
resource  is  expected  to  contain.  That  is,  the  ADRP  will  identify  what 
scientific/historical  research  questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected  resource,  what 
data  classes  the  resource  is  expected  to  possess,  and  how  the  expected  data  classes 
would  address  the  applicable  research  questions.  Data  recovery,  in  general,  should  be 
limited  to  the  portions  of  the  historical  property  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the 
proposed  project.  Destructive  data  recovery  methods  shall  not  be  applied  to  portions  of 
the  archeological  resources  if  nondestructive  methods  are  practical. 

The  scope  of  the  ADRP  shall  include  the  following  elements: 

•  Field  Methods  and  Procedures.  Descriptions  of  proposed  field  strategies, 
procedures,  and  operations. 
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•  Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis.  Description  of  selected  cataloguing 
system  and  artifact  analysis  procedures. 

•  Discard  and  Deaccession  Policy.  Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and 
post-field  discard  and  deaccession  policies. 

•  Interpretive  Program.  Consideration  of  an  on-site/off-site  public  interpretive 
program  during  the  course  of  the  archeological  data  recovery  program. 

•  Security  Measures.  Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the 
archeological  resource  from  vandalism,  looting,  and  non-intentionally  damaging 
activities. 

•  Final  Report.  Description  of  proposed  report  format  and  distribution  of  results. 

•  Curation.  Description  of  the  procedures  and  recommendations  for  the  curation 
of  any  recovered  data  having  potential  research  value,  identification  of 
appropriate  curation  facilities,  and  a  summary  of  the  accession  policies  of  the 
curation  facilities. 

Human  Remains  and  Associated  or  Unassociated  Funerary  Objects.  The  treatment  of 
human  remains  and  of  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  discovered  during 
any  soils  disturbing  activity  shall  comply  with  applicable  State  and  Federal  laws.  This 
shall  include  immediate  notification  of  the  Coroner  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  and  in  the  event  of  the  Coroner's  determination  that  the  human  remains  are 
Native  American  remains,  notification  of  the  California  State  Native  American 
Heritage  Commission  (NAHC)  who  shall  appoint  a  Most  Likely  Descendant  (MLD) 
(Pub.  Res.  Code  Sec.  5097.98).  The  archeological  consultant,  Project  Sponsor,  and 
MLD  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  develop  an  agreement  for  the  treatment  of, 
with  appropriate  dignity,  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary 
objects  (CEQA  Guidelines.  Sec.  15064.5(d)).  The  agreement  should  take  into 
consideration  the  appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis, 
custodianship,  curation,  and  final  disposition  of  the  human  remains  and  associated  or 
unassociated  funerary  objects.  If  tne  human  remains  are  not  Native  American,  the 
archaeological  consultant  will  notify  the  Roman  Catholic  Archdiocese  of  San  Francisco 
who  will  be  afforded  a  reasonable  time  to  make  recommendations  to  the  Project 
Sponsor  and  consultant  for  the  treatment  and  disposition  of  the  remains  and  associated 
burial  items.  Following  consultation  with  the  Roman  Catholic  Archdiocese,  a 
procedure  for  the  treatment  of  non-Native  American  human  remains  and  associated 
burial  items  that  may  include  the  preservation,  removal,  analysis,  curation,  or 
reinternment  of  the  human  remains  and/or  associated  burial  items  will  be  formulated 
and  implemented. 

Final  Archeological  Resources  Report.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a 
Draft  Final  Archeological  Resources  Report  (FARR)  to  the  ERO  that  evaluates  the 
historical  significance  of  any  discovered  archeological  resource  and  describes  the 
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archeological  and  historical  research  methods  employed  in  the  archeological 
testing/monitor ing/data  recovery  program(s)  undertaken.  Information  that  may  put  at 
risk  any  archeological  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert  within 
the  final  report. 

Once  approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows: 
California  Archaeological  Site  Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC)  shall 
receive  one  (1)  copy  and  the  ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR 
to  the  NWIC.  The  Major  Environmental  Analysis  division  of  the  Planning  Department 
shall  receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies  of  any  formal  site  recordation 
forms  (CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places/California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of 
high  public  interest  in  or  the  high  interpretive  value  of  the  resource,  the  ERO  may 
require  a  different  final  report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than  that  presented 
above. 

B.     IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES 

Improvement  Measures  identified  in  this  Draft  EIR  or  in  the  Initial  Study  to  reduce  effects  of 
the  project  that  are  identified  in  the  environmental  analysis  as  being  less-than-significant 
impacts  are  listed  below. 

Improvement  Measure  1.  Loading 

To  accommodate  large  truck  deliveries,  particularly  for  move-ins,  the  building 
management  shall  work  with  tenants  to  schedule  large  deliveries  and  block  off  on-street 
parking  spaces  in  the  private  street  with  cones  for  loading  activities.  To  accommodate 
passenger  loading  for  the  childcare  use,  two  on  street  parking  spaces  on  Valencia  shall 
be  designated  a  passenger  loading  zone  during  the  morning  drop-off  and  afternoon  pick 
up  periods.  This  shall  be  accomplished  though  Project  Sponsor  coordination  with  the 
DPT. 

Improvement  Measure  2.  Limit  Construction  Movement  of  Off-Peak  Hours 

Any  construction  traffic  occurring  between  7:00  AM  and  9:00  AM  or  between  3:30 
PM  and  6:00  PM  would  coincide  with  peak  hour  traffic  and  could  impede  traffic  flow. 
The  impact  of  lane  closures  and  construction  traffic  would  decrease  the  capacity  of 
streets  and  slow  the  movement  of  traffic  (including  MUNI  buses).  To  the  extent 
possible  for  future  projects  in  the  study  area,  truck  movements  shall  be  limited  to  the 
hours  between  9:00  AM  and  3:30  PM  to  mmimize  disruption  of  the  general  traffic  flow 
on  adjacent  streets. 
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Improvement  Measure  3.  Coordinate  with  City  Departments  to  Reduce  Traffic  and 
Pedestrian  Impacts  During  Construction 

The  Project  Sponsor  and  construction  contractor  shall  meet  with  the  Traffic 
Engineering  Division  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  and  the  Fire 
Department  to  determine  feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic 
congestion  and  pedestrian  circulation  impacts  during  construction  of  the  project.  In 
addition,  to  ensure  that  construction  activities  do  not  impact  Muni  bus  stops  or  routes 
in  the  area,  the  Project  Sponsor  shall  coordinate  with  Muni's  Chief  Inspector  prior  to 
construction. 
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VI.   SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT 

CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS 
IMPLEMENTED 


In  accordance  with  Section  21100  (b)(2)(A)  and  21100.1(a)  of  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  (CEQA),  and  Section  15126.2(b)  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  the  purpose  of 
this  chapter  is  to  identify  significant  impacts  that  could  not  be  eliminated  or  reduced  to  an 
insignificant  level  by  implementing  mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the  project  or  by 
other  mitigation  measures  that  could  be  implemented,  identified  in  Chapter  V,  Mitigation 
Measures,  page  V-l.  This  chapter  is  subject  to  final  determination  by  the  Planning 
Commission  as  part  of  the  certification  process  for  the  EIR.  If  necessary,  this  chapter  will  be 
revised  in  the  Final  EIR  to  reflect  the  findings  of  the  Planning  Commission. 

For  the  purposes  of  CEQA,  Valencia  Gardens  is  treated  in  this  Draft  EIR  as  an  "historical 
resource."  The  demolition  of  Valencia  Gardens  would  then  be  "deemed  significant"  per 
CEQA  Section  21084.1.  The  proposed  project  would  demolish  all  22  existing  residential 
buildings  and  would  remove  surface  parking  on  the  project  site.  Demolition  would  be  a 
significant  adverse  effect  of  the  proposed  project  on  cultural  resources.  Mitigation  Measures 
to  reduce  (but  not  eliminate)  this  significant  impact  to  historic  architectural  resources  are 
included  in  Chapter  V. 
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VII.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


This  chapter  identifies  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  and  discusses  environmental 
impacts  associated  with  these  alternatives.  The  project  decision-makers  could  approve  an 
alternative  instead  of  the  proposed  project,  if  that  alternative  would  reduce  or  eliminate 
significant  impacts  of  the  project  and  is  determined  feasible.  The  determination  of  feasibility 
will  be  made  by  project  decision-makers  on  the  basis  of  substantial  evidence  in  the  record, 
which  shall  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  information  presented  in  the  EIR  and  in  comments 
received  on  the  Draft  EIR. 

Alternatives  were  selected  that  would  reduce  identified  impacts  of  the  proposed  project; 
however,  none  of  the  alternatives  would  meet  all  or  most  of  the  Project  Sponsors'  objectives. 
The  following  alternatives  were  identified  in  the  Initial  Study  (included  in  Appendix  A),  and 
are  evaluated  in  this  chapter:  a  No  Project  Alternative  and  a  Preservation/Rehabilitation 
Alternative.  As  discussed  in  Section  IV. A,  Architectural  Resources,  for  the  purposes  of 
CEQA,  Valencia  Gardens  is  treated  in  this  Draft  EIR  as  an  historic  resource  and  its  demolition 
would  constitute  a  significant  impact. 

No  alternative  sites  have  been  identified  within  San  Francisco  where  the  project  could  be 
constructed,  and  the  Project  Sponsor's  objectives  could  be  met.  The  proposed  project  would 
use  federal  funding  awarded  through  the  HOPE  VI  program,  which  aims  to  revitalize  public 
residential  developments  and  reintegrate  them  into  the  community  fabric  through 
public/private  partnerships.  HOPE  VI  funds  must  be  used  on  existing  public  housing  sites. 
The  SFHA  proposes  to  replace  Valencia  Gardens  instead  of  another  public  housing 
development  in  San  Francisco  because  of  the  poor  and  dangerous  conditions  of  the  existing 
buildings.  Furthermore,  the  SFHA  owns  and  controls  the  entire  project  site,  making  it  a 
feasible  location  for  implementing  a  large-scale,  mixed-use/mixed-income  public  housing 
development. 

CEQA  requires  the  identification  of  the  environmentally  superior  alternative  in  an  EIR.  For 
the  purposes  of  CEQA,  Valencia  Gardens  is  treated  in  this  Draft  EIR  as  an  "historical 
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resource,"  therefore  the  Preservation/Rehabilitation  Alternative,  Alternative  B,  would  be  the 
environmentally  superior  alternative. 

A.     ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT 

DESCRIPTION 

The  No  Project  Alternative  would  entail  no  change  to  the  site.  The  proposed  project  -  to 
replace  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens  buildings  with  15  three-story  buildings  and  two  four- 
story  buildings  containing  290  residential  units,  a  community  center,  a  childcare  center,  a 
computer  learning  center,  an  outdoor  child  play  space,  and  other  semi-public  community 
space,  and  86  surface  parking  spaces,  would  not  be  implemented.  The  existing  22  three-story 
residential  buildings  containing  246  residential  units,  community  space,  a  computer  learning 
center  and  property  management  facilities,  a  childcare  center,  community  open  space,  and  82 
surface  parking  spaces  would  not  be  demolished  and  none  of  the  existing  architectural  features 
would  be  altered. 

IMPACTS 

If  the  No  Project  Alternative  were  implemented,  none  of  the  impacts  associated  with  the 
proposed  project  would  occur.  The  environmental  characteristics  of  this  alternative  would  be 
generally  described  in  the  environmental  setting  section  of  Chapter  IV  and  the  Initial  Study 
(see  Appendix  A).  The  existing  22  buildings  would  not  be  demolished,  and  existing 
population,  transportation,  cultural  resources,  and  geologic  conditions  would  not  change. 
Future  transportation  conditions  described  as  base  conditions  with  cumulative  development 
(see  the  Initial  Study)  would  occur,  but  without  the  proposed  project.  This  alternative  would 
not  meet  MHDC's  or  the  SFHA's  goals  to  continue  to  provide  affordable  housing 
opportunities  and  decrease  the  concentration  of  public  housing  units;  provide  unit  types  to  best 
meet  the  needs  of  families  and  seniors  in  affordable  housing;  provide  economically  sustainable 
supportive  services  for  its  residents  as  well  as  the  community;  remediate  the  physical  hazards 
of  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens,  including  soil  stabilization;  blend  into  the  surrounding 
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community;  and  improve  public  housing  facilities,  amenities,  security,  and  ADA  access  at  the 
site. 

As  noted  in  Section  IV. A,  Architectural  Resources,  the  existing  buildings  are  in  fair  condition, 
and  without  removal  or  other  changes  those  conditions  would  be  expected  to  continue  to 
deteriorate  with  the  No  Project  Alternative.  Existing  problems  with  security,  privacy, 
building  system  obsolescence,  earthquake  safety,  open  space,  poor  unit  design,  and 
institutional  building  design  not  integrated  with  the  neighborhood  would  be  expected  to 
remain. 

A  No  Project  Alternative  would  also  cause  the  SFHA  to  forfeit  use  of  its  HOPE  VI  funding, 
awarded  by  the  HUD  for  the  purpose  of  revitalizing  Valencia  Gardens.  The  loss  of  federal 
funding  would  limit  SFHA's  ability  to  revitalize  and  increase  the  supply  of  affordable  housing 
in  San  Francisco. 

B.     ALERNATIVE  B:  PRESERVATION/REHABILITATION  OF 
EXISTING  BUILDINGS 

DESCRIPTION 

Alternative  B,  Preservation/Rehabilitation  of  Existing  Buildings,  would  preserve  the  Valencia 
Gardens  buildings  in  accordance  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  the 
Treatment  of  Historic  Properties  and  Guidelines  for  Preserving,  Rehabilitating,  Restoring,  and 
Restructuring  Historic  Buildings  (the  Standards).  The  Standards  are  the  primary  document 
used  by  a  broad  range  of  government  entities  and  private  sector  organizations  to  plan  and 
evaluate  the  treatment  of  historic  buildings.  The  introduction  to  the  Standards  states  that  they 
are  "neither  technical  nor  prescriptive,  but  are  intended  to  promote  responsible  preservation 
practices.  For  example,  they  cannot,  in  and  of  themselves,  be  used  to  make  essential  decisions 
about  which  features  of  the  historic  building  should  be  saved  and  which  can  be  changed."  In 
other  words,  the  Standards  provide  a  framework,  and  are  intended  as  a  planning  and  guidance. 

Alternative  B,  which  would  retain  the  defining  exterior  characteristics  of  the  existing 
buildings,  would  be  considered  generally  consistent  with  the  Standards.  This  alternative 
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would  preserve  the  exterior  of  the  buildings  while  substantially  upgrading  the  interiors  to 
conform  with  current  seismic,  life  safety  and  other  building  code  requirements  for  residential 
use.  The  Preservation/Rehabilitation  Alternative  would  preserve  the  defining  exterior 
characteristics  of  the  existing  buildings,  including  the  serpentine  layout  of  buildings,  garden 
courtyards  and  service  courtyards,  restore  original  landscaping,  and  sculptures  within  the 
courtyards. 

IMPACTS 

The  Preservation/Rehabilitation  Alternative  would  retain  and  restore  important  exterior 
architectural  features  and  would  avoid  the  proposed  project's  potentially  significant  impact  to 
historic  resources  associated  with  demolition  of  the  existing  buildings.  As  discussed  in  Section 
IV. A,  Architectural  Resources,  for  the  purposes  of  CEQA,  Valencia  Gardens  is  treated  in  this 
Draft  EIR  as  an  "historical  resource,"  and  its  demolition  would  be  considered  a  significant 
impact  for  the  purposes  of  CEQA. 

The  Preservation/Rehabilitation  Alternative  would  rehabilitate  246  units  in  the  existing 
buildings,  whereas  the  proposed  project  would  develop  up  to  290  new  units.  The  new  units 
would  provide  include  a  greater  number  of  larger  units  for  families  and  units  for  seniors,  and 
as  a  result  the  population  on  the  site  would  increase  from  approximately  623  to  1,244. 
Compared  to  the  proposed  project,  the  Preservation/Rehabilitation  Alternative  would  also  limit 
the  uses  at  the  site,  not  expanding  the  childcare  facility  or  computer  learning  center.  The 
other  environmental  characteristics  of  this  alternative  would  be  generally  as  described  in  the 
environmental  setting  sections  in  Chapter  IV  and  the  Initial  Study  (see  Appendix  A).  The 
existing  22  buildings  would  not  be  demolished,  and  existing  population,  transportation, 
cultural  resources,  and  geologic  conditions  would  not  change. 

As  with  the  No  Project  Alternative,  the  Preservation/Rehabilitation  Alternative  would  not  meet 
MHDC's  or  the  SFHA's  goals  to  provide  unit  types  to  best  meet  the  needs  of  families  and 
seniors  in  affordable  housing;  provide  economically  sustainable  supportive  services  for  its 
residents  as  well  as  the  community;  remediate  the  physical  hazards  of  the  existing  Valencia 
Gardens,  including  soil  stabilization;  blend  into  the  surrounding  community;  and  improve 
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public  housing  facilities,  amenities,  security,  and  ADA  access  at  the  site.  Alternative  B  would 
instead  preserve  the  inherent  architectural  design  and  arrangement  of  the  existing  buildings, 
characterized  as  having  problems  with  security,  privacy,  building  system  obsolescence,  open 
space,  poor  unit  design,  institutional  and  not  integrated  with  the  neighborhood.  While  the 
Preservation/Rehabilitation  Alternative  would  substantially  upgrade  the  interior  of  the 
buildings,  existing  floor  plans,  window  patterns  and  other  features  are  considered  by  the 
SFHA  to  limit  the  upgrade  potential. 

The  Preservation/Rehabilitation  Alternative  was  previously  explored  by  MHDC,  SFHA  and 
Valencia  Garden  residents  in  November  2000.  In  addition  to  evaluating  how  a  preservation 
alternative  and  a  new  construction  alternative  would  meet  project  goals,  the  cost  of  each 
alternative  was  estimated.  While  not  an  environmental  issue,  MHDC  found  that  a 
preservation  alternative  would  cost  approximately  8  percent  more  than  the  proposed  project, 
making  it  more  cost  effective  to  demolish  and  rebuild  the  residential  development  using  HOPE 
VI  funding. 
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Copies  of  this  Draft  EIR  or  notices  of  its  availability  and  Draft  EIR  hearing  were  mailed  or 
delivered  to  the  following  public  agencies,  organizations,  and  individuals.  In  addition,  notices 
of  availability  were  mailed  to  addresses  within  300  feet  of  the  project  site  and  to  the  relocated 
residents  of  Valencia  Gardens. 

FEDERAL  AND  STATE  AGENCIES 


Northwest  Information  Center 
Attn:  Leigh  Jordan,  Coordinator 
Sonoma  State  University 
1303  Maurice  Avenue 
Rohnert  Park,  CA  94928 

State  Office  of  Intergovernmental  Management 

(15  copies) 

State  Clearinghouse 

1400  Tenth  Street,  Room  121 

P.O.  Box  3044 

Sacramento,  CA  95812-3044 

Office  of  Historic  Preservation 

Attn:  Dr.  Knox  Mellon,  SHPO 

California  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 

P.O.  Box  942896 

Sacramento,  CA  94296-0001 

Lucinda  Woodward 

Local  Gov  and  Info  Management  Unit 

State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation 

PO  Box  942896 

Sacramento  CA  94296-0001 


California  Department  of  Transportation 

Attn:  Nandini  N.  Shridhar 

Office  of  Transportation  Planning  -  B 

P.O.  Box  23660 

Oakland,  CA  94623-0660 

California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Central  Coast  Region 
Habitat  Conservation 
Post  Office  Box  47 
Yountville,  CA  94599 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
2800  Cottage  Way,  Room  W-2605 
Sacramento,  CA  95825-1846 


Paul  Sverderskey 

Caltrans  Trasportation  Planning 

P.O.  Box  23660 

MS  6F 

Oakland,  CA  94623-0660 


Katherine  Hilf 

Department  of  Toxic  Substance  Control 
700  Heinz  Ave.,  Ste.  200 
Berkeley,  CA  94710 


REGIONAL  AGENCIES 


Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
Attn:  Suzan  Ryder 
P.O.  Box  2050 
Oakland,  CA  94604-2050 


Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
Attn:  Jean  Pedersen 
101  8th  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607 
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Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 

Attn:  Judy  Huang 

San  Francisco  Bay  Region 

1515  Clay  St.,  Suite  1400 

Oakland,  CA  94612 


Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 

Attn:  Joseph  Steinberger 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Attn:  Craig  Goldblatt 
101  8th  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607 


Dennis  Baker,  Chief  of  Operations 
City  of  Daly  City 
Wastewater  Treatment  Plant 
153  Lake  Merced  Blvd. 
Daly  City,  CA  94015 


Mr.  Alan  Zahradnik 

Director  of  Planning  and  Policy  Analysis 
Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and 
Transportation  District 
1011  Andersen  Drive 
San  Rafael,  CA  94901 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission 

1660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Linda  Avery,  Commission  Secretary 

Shelly  Bradford  Bell,  President 

Michael  J.  Antonini,  Vice-President 

Rev.  Edgar  E.  Boyd 

Lisa  Feldstein 

Kevin  Hughes 

Sue  Lee 

William  L.  Lee 


Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

1660  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Andrea  Green,  Secretary 

Tim  Kelley,  President 

Elizabeth  Skrondal,  Vice-President 

Ina  Dearman 

Jeremy  Kotas 

Paul  Finwall 

Nancy  Ho-Belli 

Suheil  Shatara 

Peter  A.  Samuels 


Department  of  Building  Inspection 
Attn:  Frank  Chiu,  Superintendent 
1660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development 
Attn:  Pamela  David,  Director 
25  Van  Ness  Ave.,  Suite  700 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Daryl  Higashi,  Director 
Mayor's  Office  of  Housing 
25  Van  Ness  Ave.    §  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Brenda  Robinson 
Compliance  Manager 
Mayor's  Office  of  Housing 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Maria  Ayerdi 

Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Development 

City  Hall,  Room  448 

1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4689 


Public  Utilities  Commission 

Attn:  Pat  Martel,  General  Manager 

1155  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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Police  Department 
Planning  Division  Hall  of  Justice 
Attn:  Capt.  Timothy  Hettrich 
850  Bryant  Street,  Room  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  & 
Traffic 

Traffic  Engineering  Division 
Attn:  Bond  M.  Yee 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Service  Planning  Department 
San  Francisco  MUNI 
Attn:  Peter  Straus 
1145  Market  Street,  Suite  402 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Delvin  Washington 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103-2414 


Anthony  Delucchi,  Director  of  Property 
San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Department 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  4th  floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Tom  Ammiano 

City  Hall  Room  #244 

Board  of  Supervisors 

1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  PI. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Gerado  Sandoval 

City  Hall  Rm.  #244 

Board  of  Supervisors 

1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4689 

Bill  Lee 
Inter-office  #25 
CAOS  Office 

1  Dr  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  PI,  Rm  352 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 


San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works 

Bureau  of  Street  Use  and  Mapping 

Attn:  Barbara  Moy 

875  Stevenson  Street,  Room  465 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
Division  of  Planning  &  Research 
Attn:  Lome  Kalos,  Asst.  Deputy  Chief 
698  Second  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Bevan  Dufty 

City  Hall  Room  #244, 

Board  of  Supervisor 

1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 
Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power 
Attn:  John  Deakin,  Director 
1155  Market  Street,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI) 

Attn:  Steve  Nickerson,  Principal 

Administrative  Analyst 

875  Stevenson  Street,  Room  260 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Laurence  Kornfield 

Department  of  Building  Inspection 

Inter-office  #19 

1660  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Mark  Leno 

City  Hall  Room  #244 

Board  of  Supervisors 

1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  PL,  #244 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Glen  Billy 
Inter-office  #25 
Mayor's  Office 

1  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  PI,  Rm  160 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 
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INTERESTED  PERSONS,  GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 


Dorice  Murphy 

Eureka  Valley  Trails  &  Art  Network 

175  Yukon  Street 

San  Francisco  CA  94114 


F  Joseph  Butler  Architect 

1048  Union  St  #19 

San  Francisco  CA  94133 


California  Heritage  Council 

PO  Box  475046 

San  Francisco  CA  94147 


Carey  &  Co  Inc 
460  Bush  Street 
San  Francisco  CA  94108 


The  Art  Deco  Society  of  California 
100  Bush  Street  Suite  511 
San  Francisco  CA  94104 


Gerald  D  Adams 

152  Lombard  St  #404 

San  Francisco  C A  94111-1134 


Elizabeth  Gardner 
San  Francisco  Independent 
988  Market  St  6th  FI 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 


Charles  Chase 

San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage 

2007  Franklin  St. 

San  Francisco  CA  94109 


Western  Neighborhoods  Project 
PO  460936 

San  Francisco  CA  94146-0936 


Fort  Point  and  Presidio  Historical 

Association 

PO  Box  29163 

San  Francisco  CA  94129 


James  Chappell,  Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Planning  &  Urban 

Research  Association 

312  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco  CA  94108 


Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Esq. 
30  Blackstone  Court 
San  Francisco  CA  94123 


Courtney  S.  Clarkson 
Pacific  Heights  Residents  Assn. 
3109  Sacramento  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 


Debra  Stein 
GCA  Strategies 

655  Montgomery  Street  Ste  1700 
San  Francisco  CA  94111 


Sue  Hestor 
Attorney  at  Law 
870  Market  St  #1128 
San  Francisco  CA  94102 


Arnie  Hollander 
The  Lurie  Company 
555  California  St  Ste  1500 
San  Francisco  C A  94104 
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David  P.  Cincotta 

Law  Offices  of  David  P.  Cincotta 

1388  Sutter  St  Ste  915 

San  Francisco  CA  94109 


Donald  Lee 

1875  Mission  St 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Nancy  Shan  ah  an 
Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 
522  Filbert  Street 
San  Francisco  CA  94133 


Ada  Chan 

MEDA 

3505  20th  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Shirley  Albright 

Landmarks  Council  of  California 
306  Arguello  Blvd  Apt  101 
San  Francisco  CA  94118 


Oscar 
PODER 

474  Valencia  ST 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Arnold  Johnson 

Neighborhoods  In  Transition  (NIT-AMP) 
1596  Post  St.,  Second  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94131 


Sal  Ibrahim 

999  South  Van  Ness 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Joseph  B.  Pecora 
882  Grove  Street 
San  Francisco  CA  94117 


Patrick  McGrew 
McGrew/Architects 
582  Market  St  Ste  908 
San  Francisco  CA  94104 


Joan  Hepperly 

John  O'Connell  High  School  of  Technology 

2355  Folsom  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Paul  Svedersky 
Diamond  Bridge  Partners 
229  14th  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Carlos  Romero 

Mission  Housing 

474  Valencia  St 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Starchild 

3531  16th  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94110 


Phillip  Lesser 
Lesser  Enterprises,  LLC 
555  Laurel  Ave.  STE  501 
San  Mateo,  CA  94401-4179 


Erik  Quezada 

Mission  Housing 

474  Valencia  St 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Robert  MacDonald 
501  Stanyan  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94117 


Denae  Honey 

1388  Sutter  St,  Ste  915 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
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Chi-Hsin  Shao 
CHS  Consulting  Group 
500  Sutter  Street,  Suite  216 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Cahill  Contractors,  Inc. 
Attn:  Jay  Cahill 

425  California  Street,  Suite  2300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


Richard  Mayer 
NRG  Energy  Center 
410  Jessie  Street,  Suite  702 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


James  W.  Haas 
Civic  Pride 

115  Sansome  Street,  Ste.  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


Food  and  Fuel  Retailers  For  Economic 
Equality 

Attn:   Doug  Stevens,  State  Coordinator 
770  L  Street,  Suite  960 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 


John  Bardis 

Sunset  Action  Committee 
1501  Lincoln  Way,  #503 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 


Bruce  White 

3207  Shelter  Cove  Avenue 
Davis,  CA  95616 


Bay  Area  Council 

200  Pine  Street,  Suite  300 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-2702 


Cushman  &  Wakefield  of  California,  Inc. 

Attn: John  Vaughan 

1  Maritime  Plaza,  Suite  900 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


Georgia  Brittan 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 

460  Duncan  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94131 


Morrison  &  Foerster,  LLP  ,    _  ^ 

.             „  T  Yerba  Buena  Consortium 

Attorneys  at  Law  ...    .  ,    _,.  .. 

'      T   T .     .  Attn:  John  Elberling 

Attn:  Steven  L.  Vettel  1C«  „       .  e.    ,  „.,„ 

0  182  Howard  Street,  #519 

425  Market  Street  c    _  0yMrkC 

c  c  r-K  n^iAcn^oi  San  Francisco,  C A  94105 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105-2482 


Farella,  Braun  &  Martel 
Attn:  Mary  Murphy 
235  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


Morrison  &  Foerster 
Attn:  Jacob  Herber 
345  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


Michael  Dyett 

Dyett  &  Bhatia 

755  Sansome  Street,  #400 

San  Francisco,  C A  94111 


Greenwood  Press,  Inc. 
Attn:  Gerry  Katz 
P.O.  Box  5007 
Westport,  Conn  06881-5007 


Brobeck,  Phleger,  Harrison 
Attn:  Susan  R.  Diamond 
One  Market  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94105 


Larry  Mansbach 
Mansbach  Associates 
582  Market  Street,  Suite  217 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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Chicago  Title  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods 

Attn:  Carol  Lester  P.O.  Box  42-5882 

388  Market  Street,  13th  Floor  San  Francisco,  CA  94142  -  5882 

San  Francisco,  C A  94111 


Downtown  Association 
Attn:  Carolyn  Dee 
5  Third  Street,  Suite  520 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Chinatown  Resource  Center 

1525  Grant  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


Mary  Anne  Miller 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

1239  42nd  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 


Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 

225  Bush  St.,  Suite  1700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-4207 


Gensler  and  Associates 
600  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Nichols-Berman 
Attn:  Bob  Berman 
142  Minna  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 


Gruen,  Gruen  &  Associates 

564  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 


Goldfarb  &  Lipman 
Attn:  Richard  A.  Judd 
1300  Clay  Street,  9th  Floor 
City  Center  Plaza 
Oakland,  CA  94612-1455 


Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz 
Attn:  Jan  Vargo 
222  Vallejo  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


The  Jefferson  Company 

10  Lombard  Street,  3rd  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111-1165 


Sally  Maxwell 
Maxwell  &  Associates 
1522  Grand  View  Drive 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 


AIA 

San  Francisco  Chapter 
Attn:  Bob  Jacobvitz 
130  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


National  Lawyers  Guild 
Attn:  Regina  Sneed 
558  Capp  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Cliff  Miller 

970  Chestnut  Street,  #3 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 

362  Ewing  Terrace 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


Patri  Merker  Architects 
Attn:  Marie  Zeller 
400  Second  Street,  Suite  400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 
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James  Reuben 

Reuben  and  Alter 

235  Pine  Street,  16th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


Dennis  Purcell 

Coblentz,  Patch,  Duffy  and  Bass 
222  Kearny  Street,  7th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 


David  P.  Rhoades  &  Associates 

364  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-2805 


Turnstone  Consulting 
Attn:  Barbara  W.  Sahm 
330  Townsend  Street,  Suite  216 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 


San  Francisco  Building  &  Construction 
Trades  Council 
Attn:  Stanley  Smith 
2660  Newhall  Street,  #116 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2527 

San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
Attn:  Walter  Johnson 
1 188  Franklin  Street,  #203 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 


Rothschild  &  Associates 
Attn:  Thomas  N.  Foster 
369  Pine  Street,  Suite  360 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104-3302 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
235  Montgomery  Street,  12th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104-2902 


John  Sanger,  Esq. 

1  Embarcadero  Center,  12th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


San  Francisco  Planning  &  Urban  Research 
Association 

Attn:  James  Chappell,  Executive  Director 

312  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 


Shartsis  Freise  &  Ginsburg 
Attn:  Dave  Kremer 
One  Maritime  Plaza,  18th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


San  Francisco  Group 

Sierra  Club 

85  2nd  Street,  Floor  2 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105-3441 


Square  One  Productions 
Attn:  Hartmut  Gerdes 
1736  Stockton  Street,  Studio  7 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


Skidmore,  Owings  &  Merrill,  LLP 
Attn:  John  Kriken 
444  Market  Street,  Suite  2400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


Pillsbury,  Winthrop  LLP 
Environmental  and  Land  use  Section 
50  Fremont  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 


Robert  S.  Tandler 

3490  California  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118-1837 


Ramsay /Bass  Interest 
Attn:  Peter  Bass 
3756  Grant  Avenue,  Suite  301 
Oakland,  CA  94610 


Jon  Twichell  Associates 
70  Hermosa  Avenue 
Oakland,  CA  94618 
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Capital  Planning  Department 
UCSF 

Attn:  Bob  Rhine 
145  Irving  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 


San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
Attn:  Tony  Kilroy 
41  Sutter  Street  #1579 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


San  Francisco  Beautiful 

Attn:  Dee  Dee  Workman,  Exec.  Director 

41  Sutter  Street,  #709 

San  Francisco,  C A  94104 


David  C.  Levy,  Esq. 
Morrison  &  Foerster,  LLP 
425  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105-2482 


Sedway  Group 

505  Montgomery  Street,  #600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111-2552 


Diane  Wong 
UCSF  Campus  Planning 
3333  California  Street,  Suite  11 
San  Francisco,  CA  94143-0286 


Sustainable  San  Francisco 

P.O.  Box  460236 

San  Francisco,  CA  94146 


Solem  &  Associates 

Attn:  Jim  Ross,  Director  of  Public  Affairs 
and  Political  Campaigns 
550  Kearny  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 


Jerry  Tone 

Montgomery  Capital  Corp. 

244  California  St. 

San  Francisco,  C A  94111 


Joel  Ventresca 

1278  -  44th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 


Stephen  Weicker 
899  Pine  Street,  #1610 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 


Calvin  Welch 

Council  of  Community  Housing  Organizations 

409  Clayton  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 


Eunice  Willette 
1323  Gilman  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


Bethea  Wilson  &  Associates  Art  In 

Architecture 

2028  Scott,  Suite  204 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 


Paul  Kollerer/Tom  Balestri 
Cahill  Construction  Services 
1599  Custer  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124-1414 


Andrew  Tuft 

Singer  Associates 

140  Second  Street,  2nd  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 


Dan  Cohen  Daniel  Reidy 

ED  AW  3701  Sacramento  Street,  Suite  386 

150  Chestnut  Street  San  Francisco,  CA  941 18-1705 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
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Penney  Magrane 
225  Hoffman  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94114 


Rick  Hauptman 

San  Francisco  Community  Calendar 

4104  -24th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 


Laura  J.  Culberson 

DOCOMOMO  US/Northern  California 

P.O.  Box  29226 

San  Francisco,  CA  94129-0226 


Chiristine  Dias 
Lexington  Lookout 
353  Lexington  Ave. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Ricardo  Alva 
Deputy  Director 

Mission  Language  &  Vo.  Sch.  Inc. 

2929  -19th  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94110 


Jorje  Hernandez 

24th  Street  Merchants  Association 

2914  24th  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94110 


Antonio  Diaz 
Project  Director 
PODER 

474  Valencia  Street  #155 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Julie  Dilley 
President 

Liberty  Hill  Neighborhood  Association 

61  Fair  Oaks  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Marilyen  Bair 
Treasurer 

Inner  Mission  Neighbors 

705  Capp  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


John  Barbey 
Chairperson 

Liberty  Hill  Residents  Association 

50  Liberty  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Steven  Nichelson 

Sanchez  Hill  Neighborhood  Assoc 

585  Sanchez  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114-2624 


Norm  Honbo 

Albion  Camp  Neighbors 

119  Albion  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Pete  Gallengos 

Mission  Economic  &  Cultural  Assn. 

2899  -  24*  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Eileen  Gold 

19th  Street/Oakwood  Neighborhood 

3631  -  19th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Buddy  Choy 
President 

Coleridge  St.  Neighbors 

157  Coleridge  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Delma  Rose  Chuchwar 

South  Mission  Neighbrhd  Impr  Assn 

3330  -  23rd  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Gwen  Kaplan 
President 

Northeast  Mission  Business  Assn. 

2757  16th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


S.O.  Kish 

S.F.  Mission  Lions  Club 
3159  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
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Bernardo  Gonzales 
President 

Twenty-Fourth  Street  Merch.Assn 

2720  -  24th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Debbie  Gonzalez 

24th  Street  Mother's  in  Action 

2880  24th  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94110 


Peter  Cohen 

133  Buchannan  Street  Apt  #3 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Don  Marcos 
Executive  Director 
Mission  Hiring  Hall 
3042  16th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-3419 


Chris  Collins 

Mission  Merchants  Association 

P.O.  Box  40280 

San  Francisco,  C A  94110 


Jean  Martin 

300  Block  Shotwell  St.Neigh.Assn 

337  Shotwell  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Luis  Granados 
Executive  Director 

Mission  Economic  Development  Assn. 

3505  20th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Roberto  Medina 
Familias  De  La  Calle  23 
3013 A  23rd  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Andrew  L.  Solow 
Vice  President 

So.  Van  Ness  Corridor  Assn.  (SVNCA) 
158  Los  Olivos  Avenue 
Daly  City,  CA  94104-1067 

Amy  Powell 
President 

Dolores  Heights  Improvements  Club 
3732  21st  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114-2915 

Dick  Millet 
President 

Potero  Boosters  Neighborhood  Assn. 
1459  -18th  Street,  Suite  133 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Ira  Victor 
Chair 

Concerned  Mission  Res&Business 
308  Lexington  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Ann  Patterson 

Natoma  &  Vicinity  Neighbors 
1383  Natoma  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Don  Miller 

President 

Cal  Watch 

3101  20th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Howard  Thornton 
President 

2573  Harrison  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Eric  Quezada 
Coordinator 

Mission  Anti-Displacement  Coalition 

1189  Treat  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Frank  Morales 
Mission  Playground 
3554  19th  Street 
San  Francisco,94110 


Debra  Walker 

Developing  Environments  Inc 

540  Alabama  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94110 
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Caroline  Rabiowitz 
Development  Director 
Capp  Street  Project 
450  Irwin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Jose  Najar 
Mission  Merchants 
2434  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94110 

Judy  West 

Program  Administrator 
Art  House 

Ft.  Mason  Ctr.  Bldg  C  Rm  255 
San  Francisco,  CA  94123 

Vicki  Rosen 
President 

Upper  Noe  Neighbors 

169  Valley  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94131 


Rachael  Raker 
President 

Treat  Street  Neighbors 

830  Treat  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Ethel  Siegel  Newlin 
Community  Liaison 
16th  &  Mission  Public  Safety 
c/o  SJETC  3040  16th  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Jon  Zoteman 
Chairperson 

Southwest  Mission  Neighbor  Assoc. 

1325  Guerro  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Chris  Selig 
Coordinator 

Mission  Anti-Displacement  Coalition 

1189  Treat  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Paul  Nixon 
Fair  Oaks  Neighbors 
163  Fair  Oaks  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94110 


Ron  Norlin 

2633  Harrison  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


St.  John  the  Evangelist 
Julian  Neighbors 
1661  15th  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Doug  Shoemaker 

Mission  Housing  Develop.  Corp. 

16th  StreetANorth  Mission  Assoc. 

474  Valencia  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Steven  Currier 
President- Elect 
P.O.Box  34099 

San  Francisco,  CA  94134-0099 

Oscar  B.  Grande 

Executive  Director 

District  1 1  Progressive  Families 

171  Sickles  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  C A  94112 


President 

So.  of  Army  Mission  Mech.  Assn. 
3208  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Hilary  Gold 
President 

Geneva-Mission  Merchants  Assn. 
1 100  Geneva  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94112 

Tom  Lucas 
President 

Cayuga  Improvement  Association 

2  Modoc  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94112 

Lion  Barnett 
President 

Eureka  Valley  Promotion  Assn. 

P.O.  Box  14137 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 
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Anthony  G.  Sacco 
President 

New  Mission  Terrace  Imprvmt  Assoc. 

125  Otsego  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94112-2535 

Rebecca  Silverberg 
President 

Excelsior  District  Impr.  Assoc. 

154  Lisbon  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94112 

Amy  Powell 
President 

Dolores  Height  Improvement  Club 
3732  21st  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114-2915 


Molly  Rubino 

Corona  Heights  Neighbors 

70  Museum  Way 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114-1428 

Joe  Curtin 
President 

Castro  Area  Planning  +  Action 
584  Castro  Street,  Suite  169 
San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

Paul  Kantus 

East  &  West  of  Castro  Impv.  Club 

492  Douglas  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 


Edward  Scruggs 

Eureka/ 17th  Street  Neighbors 

4134-17*  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 


Richard  McGeary 

Buena  Vista  West  #601 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117-4143 


Patricia  Walkup 

Hayes  Valley  Neighborhood  Assn. 

P.O.  Box  423978 

San  Francisco,  CA  94142-3978 

Ned  York 
President 

Duboce  Triangle  Neighborhood  Assn. 

39  Scott  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

MEDIA 


Ernestine  McGoldridge 

Eureka  Valley  Comm. Develop. Comm. 

4442-20th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

Dorice  Murphy 
President 

Eureka  Valley  Trails/ Art  Network 

175  Yukon  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114-2306 


Associated  Press 

Attn:  Bill  Shiftman 

1390  Market  Street,  Suite  318 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


San  Francisco  Chronicle 
Attn:  Elliot  Diringer 
925  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
520  Hampshire  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94110 


San  Francisco  Business  Times 
Attn:  Tim  Turner 
275  Battery  Street,  Suite  940 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


Case  No.  2002.0809E  DRAFT  EIR 


VIII-13 


Valencia  Gardens  Hope  VI  Public  Housing  Project  March  22,  2003 


VIII.  Draft  EIR  Distribution  List 


Patrick  Hoge 

City  Hall  Bureau 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 

901  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


San  Francisco  Examiner 

988  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


The  Sun  Reporter 

1791  Bancroft  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2644 


San  Francisco  Independent 
Attn:  City  Desk 
1201  Evans  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 


LIBRARIES 


Government  Information  Services 

San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Civic  Center 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Stanford  University  Libraries 
Jonsson  Library  of  Government  Documents 
State  &  Local  Documents  Division 
Stanford,  CA  94305 


Government  Publications  Department 
San  Francisco  State  University  Library 
1630  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 


Hastings  College  of  the  Law  Library 

200  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4978 


Institute  of  Government  Studies 
109  Moses  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 


Inter-Office  41 

SF  Pub  Library  Gov  Info  Ctr 

100  Larkin  St 

San  Francisco  CA  94102 
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IX.     REPORT  PREPARERS  AND  PROJECT  SPONSORS 


EIR  AUTHORS 

Planning  Department,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1660  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94103 

Environmental  Review  Officer:       Paul  E.  Malzer 
EIR  Coordinator:  Rana  Ahmadi 

Supervisory  Planner:  Joan  A.  Kugler,  AICP 


EIR  CONSULTANTS 

EIP  Associates 

601  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  California  94111 

Project  Director: 

Project  Manager: 

Participants: 


Michael  Rice,  AICP 
Shannon  Allen,  AICP 
Rachel  Yelo 
Cliff  Nale 


Carey  &  Co.  Inc. 

Old  Engine  Co.  No.  2 

460  Bush  Street, 

San  Francisco,  California  94108 

Senior  Vice  President:  Hisashi  Bill  Sugaya 

Architectural  Historian:  Sarah  M.  Dreller 


PROJECT  SPONSORS 

Mission  Housing  Development  Corporation 
474  Valencia  Street,  Suite  280 
San  Francisco,  California  94103 

San  Francisco  Housing  Authority 

1815  Egbert  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94124 
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APPENDIX  A:  INITIAL  STUDY 


PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500  San  Francisco,  CA  94103-2414 

mic\  ko  «7fl  PLANNING  COMMISSION  ADMINISTRATION  CURRENT  PLANNING /ZONING  LONG  RANGE  PLANNING 
(415)  ttb-bi/B  FAX  558-6409  FAX:  558-6426  FAX:  558-6409  FAX:  558-6426 


TO:  Interested  Parties 

FROM:        Paul  E.  Maltzer,  Environmental  Review  Officer 
DATE:         November  9,  2002 

RE:  Enclosed  Notices  --  Case  No.  2002.0809E:  Valencia  Gardens  Hope  VI  Public 

Housing  Project 


Enclosed  for  your  information  and  review  are  a  Notice  of  Preparation  of  a  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (EIR)  and  a  Notice  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  is  Determined  to  be 
Required  for  the  above-referenced  project.  These  notices  are  required  under  state  and  local  law 
and  are  being  sent  to  you  because  you  have  expressed  an  interest  in  the  proposed  project  or  the 
project  area,  or  because  you  have  been  identified  by  the  Planning  Department  as  potentially 
having  an  interest  in  the  project.  Notice  of  publication  of  these  documents  will  also  be  printed  in 
a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  on  Saturday,  November  9.  2002. 

An  Initial  Study  has  been  prepared  and  provides  further  information  regarding  the  proposed 
project  and  the  environmental  issues  to  be  considered  in  the  Draft  EIR.  This  document  is  either 
attached  or  is  available  for  review  upon  request  from  Rana  Ahmadi  at  (415)  558-5966  or  at  the 
address  above. 

As  stated  in  the  Notices,  the  Planning  Department  has  determined  that  an  EIR  must  be  prepared 
for  the  proposed  project  prior  to  any  final  decision  regarding  whether  to  approve  the  project. 
The  purpose  of  the  EIR  is  to  provide  information  about  potential  significant  physical 
environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  to  identify  possible  ways  to  minimize  the 
significant  effects,  and  to  describe  and  analyze  possible  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project. 
Please  note  that  preparation  of  an  EIR  does  not  indicate  a  decision  by  the  City  to  approve  or  to 
disapprove  the  proposed  project.  Prior  to  making  any  such  decision,  the  decision  makers  must 
review  and  consider  the  information  contained  in  the  EIR. 

An  appeal,  as  stated  on  the  attached  notices,  requires  the  Planning  Commission  to  determine 
whether  or  not  an  EIR  must  be  prepared,  based  upon  whether  or  not  the  project  could  have  a 
substantial  adverse  effect  on  the  physical  environment.  If  an  appeal  is  filed,  there  will  be  public 
hearing  at  which  anyone  may  testify  for  or  against  the  contention  that  an  ELR  is  required.  In  the 
absence  of  an  appeal,  the  Planning  Department  will  proceed  with  its  decision  to  prepare  an  ELR. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  the  attached  materials  or  this  process  or  would  like  to 
review  the  Initial  Study,  please  contact  Rana  Ahmadi  at  the  Planning  Department. 
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November  9,  2002 


TO:  Responsible,  Trustee  Agencies,  and  Interested  Parties 

FROM:  Paul  E.  Maltzer,  Environmental  Review  Officer 

RE:     Notice  of  Preparation  of  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  is  the  Lead  Agency  and  will  prepare  an  Environmental 
Impact  Report  for  the  following  project: 


2002.0809E:  Valencia  Gardens  Hope  VI  Public  Housing  Project  -  The  proposed  project  would  be  the 
replacement  construction  of  the  Valencia  Gardens  Housing.  The  new  construction  would  consist  of  17  three-story 
buildings  containing  247  residential  units;  a  community  center  (approximately  4,000  sq.  ft.);  a  childcare  center 
(approximately  3,200  sq.  ft.);  a  computer  learning  center  (approximately  4,000  sq.  ft.);  an  outdoor  child  play  space 
(approximately  2,200  sq.  ft.)  and  other  semi-public  community  open  space;  and  86  surface  parking  spaces.  The 
proposed  project  would  require  demolition  of  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens  buildings  that  includes  22  three-story 
residential  buildings  containing  246  residential  units;  community  space,  a  computer  learning  center  and  property 
management  facilities  (together  totaling  approximately  4,600  sq.  ft.);  a  childcare  center  (approximately  2,000  sq. 
ft.);  community  open  space;  and  82  surface  parking  spaces. 

The  proposed  Valencia  Gardens  project  site  is  located  at  340-370  Valencia  Street  in  the  Mission  District  of  San 
Francisco.  The  approximately  5-acre  site  occupies  most  of  the  City  block  and  is  on  Lot  2  of  Assessor's  Block  3546. 
The  project  site  is  within  a  RM-1  (Residential,  Mixed  Districts,  Low  Density)  Zoning  district.  The  northernmost 
portion  of  the  site  is  in  the  50-X  height  and  bulk  district  and  the  remainder  of  the  site  is  within  the  40-X  height  and 
bulk  district.  The  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  Authorization  from  the  Planning  Commission  for  Planned 
Unit  Development. 

The  Notice  of  Preparation  of  a  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (ELR)  and  Notice  that  an  ELR  is  Determined  to 
be  Required  for  the  above-referenced  project  are  being  sent  to  you  because  you  have  expressed  an  interest  in  the 
proposed  project,  or  because  you  have  been  identified  by  the  Planning  Department  as  potentially  having  an  interest 
in  the  project.  Notice  of  publication  of  these  documents  will  be  printed  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  on  the 
day  following  the  day  that  these  notices  were  mailed  to  you.  As  stated  in  the  enclosed  Notices,  the  Planning 
Department  has  determined  that  pursuant  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  an  ELR  must  be 
prepared  prior  to  any  final  decision  regarding  the  project. 

We  need  to  know  the  views  of  your  agency  as  to  the  scope  and  content  of  the  environmental  information  which  is 
germane  to  your  agency's  statutory  responsibilities  in  connection  with  the  proposed  project.  Your  agency  may 
need  to  use  the  ELR  when  considering  a  permit  or  other  approval  for  this  project. 

Written  comments  on  the  scope  of  the  ELR  will  be  accepted  until  the  close  of  business  on  December  10,  2002. 
Written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Paul  E.  Maltzer,  Environmental  Review  Officer,  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  Ste.  500,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103.  Please  include  the  name  of  a  contact  person 
in  your  agency.  Thank  you. 


PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500  San  Francisco,  CA  94103-2414 
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NOTICE  THAT  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  (EIR) 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


Date  of  this  Notice:  November  9,  2002 


Lead  Agency:  Planning  Department,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1660  Mission  Street  -  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103-2414 
Agency  Contact  Person:  Rana  Ahmadi  Telephone:  (415)558-5966 


Project  Title:  2002.0809E:  Valencia  Gardens  Hope  VI  Public  Housing  Project 

Project  Sponsor:  Mission  Housing  Development  Corporation  (MHDC)  and  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority 
Project  Contact  Person:  Lisa  Pagan,  MHDC  415-864-6432 


Project  Address:  340-370  Valencia  Street  Assessor's  Block(s)  and  Lot(s):  3546/2 

City  and  County:  San  Francisco 


Project  Description:  The  proposed  project  would  be  the  replacement  construction  of  the  Valencia  Gardens 
Housing.  The  new  construction  would  consist  of  17  three-story  buildings  containing  247  residential  units;  a 
community  center  (approximately  4,000  sq.  ft.);  a  childcare  center  (approximately  3,200  sq.  ft.);  a  computer 
learning  center  (approximately  4,000  sq.  ft.);  an  outdoor  child  play  space  (approximately  2,200  sq.  ft.)  and  other 
semi-public  community  open  space;  and  86  surface  parking  spaces.  The  proposed  project  would  require  demolition 
of  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens  buildings  that  includes  22  three-story  residential  buildings  containing  246 
residential  units;  community  space,  a  computer  learning  center  and  property  management  facilities  (together 
totaling  approximately  4,600  sq.  ft.);  a  childcare  center  (approximately  2,000  sq.  ft.);  community  open  space;  and 
82  surface  parking  spaces.  The  proposed  Valencia  Gardens  project  site  is  located  at  340-370  Valencia  Street  in  the 
Mission  District  of  San  Francisco.  The  approximately  5-acre  site  occupies  most  of  the  City  block  and  is  on  Lot  2  of 
Assessor's  Block  3546.  The  project  site  is  within  a  RM-1  (Residential,  Mixed  Districts,  Low  Density)  Zoning 
district.  The  northernmost  portion  of  the  site  is  in  the  50-X  height  and  bulk  district  and  the  remainder  of  the  site  is 
within  the  40-X  height  and  bulk  district.  The  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  Authorization  from  the 
Planning  Commission  for  Planned  Unit  Development. 


THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.  This  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the 
Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Section  15063  (Initial  Study),  15064  (Determining  Significant 
Effect),  and  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance),  and  the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the 
Environmental  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached. 


Deadline  for  Filing  of  an  Appeal  to  the  Planning  Commission  of  this  Determination  that  an  EIR  is  required: 
December  10,  2002  at  5:00  p.m. 

An  appeal  requires:  1)  a  letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  the  appeal;  and 
2)  a  $209.00  filing  fee. 


PauJ^:  Maltzer  / 
Environmental  P>^vieM<Officer 
Planning  Department 


The  text  of  the  Initial  Study  has  been  revise  since  publication.  Additions  to  the  text  have  been 
underlined  and  deletions  have  been  struck  through. 
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Draft  EIR 


REVISED 

Additions  are  underlined;  deletions  are  struck  through. 


VALENCIA  GARDENS  HOPE  VI  PROJECT 
INITIAL  STUDY 

Case  No.  2002.0809E 

I.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  proposed  Valencia  Gardens  project  site  is  located  at  340-370  Valencia  Street,  between 
Guerrero  and  Valencia  Streets,  between  14th  and  15th  Streets,  in  the  Mission  District  of  San 
Francisco  (see  Figure  1).  The  approximately  5-acre  site  occupies  most  of  the  City  block  and  is 
on  Lot  2  of  Assessor's  Block  3546.  The  parcel  is  owned  by  the  San  Francisco  Housing 
Authority.  The  project  site  is  within  a  RM-1  (Residential,  Mixed  Districts,  Low  Density)  Zoning 
district.  The  northernmost  portion  of  the  site  is  in  the  50-X  height  and  bulk  district  and  the 
remainder  of  the  site  is  within  the  40-X  height  and  bulk  district.  The  site  is  predominantly  flat 
and  is  bordered  on  the  south  by  15th  Street,  on  the  west  by  Guerrero  Street,  and  on  the  east  by 
Valencia  Street.  There  are  three-  and  four-story  residential  buildings  to  the  north  of  the  project 
site  that  front  on  14th  Street.  Guerrero  Street  in  the  project  vicinity  is  predominantly  two-  to 
four-story  residential  buildings,  with  commercial  uses  on  the  street  level  of  corner  buildings. 
Valencia  Street  in  the  project  vicinity  is  predominantly  three-  to  four  story  residential  buildings 
with  some  street  level  commercial  uses  throughout  the  block  as  well  as  a  few  exclusively 
commercial  buildings.  Fifteenth  Street  in  the  project  vicinity  is  predominantly  two-  to  four-story 
residential  buildings,  with  one-  to  two  story  commercial  uses  intermixed.  The  surrounding  land 
uses  are  predominantly  single-family  and  multi-unit  residential,  with  some  commercial  storefronts 
at  street  level. 

The  existing  Valencia  Gardens  Public  Housing,  which  would  be  demolished  and  replaced  under 
the  proposed  project,  is  comprised  of  22  three-story  residential  buildings  containing  246 
residential  units;  community  space,  a  computer  learning  center  and  property  management 
facilities  (together  totaling  approximately  4,600  sq.  ft.);  a  childcare  center  (approximately  2,000 
sq.  ft.);  community  open  space;  and  82  surface  parking  spaces.  The  buildings  are  arranged  in  a 
continuous  S-shaped  configuration  at  the  center  of  the  parcel  to  create  communal  open  space 
between  and  around  the  buildings.  The  open  spaces  are  characterized  by  lawns,  perimeter  trees, 
and  other  landscape  features.  The  open  spaces  include  eight  Works  Progress  Administration-era 
(a  Depression-era  federal  employment  program)  sculptures  created  by  well-known  local  sculptor 
Benieminio  Bufano.  The  site  is  accessible  from  Valencia,  Guerrero  and  15th  Streets,  as  well  as 
from  an  alley  at  the  north  end  of  the  site  extending  west  from  Valencia  Street  to  Guerrero  Street, 
mid-block  between  15th  and  14th  Streets,  where  there  are  82  surface  parking  spaces.  Valencia 
Gardens  was  built  in  1942  and  designed  by  architect  William  Wurster,  with  landscaping  designed 
by  landscape  architect  Thomas  Church,  for  the  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority  (SFHA). 

Mission  Housing  Development  Corporation  (MHDC)  is  working  in  partnership  with  the  SFHA  to 
redevelop  the  Valencia  Gardens  Public  Housing  development.  The  US  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  HOPE  VI  program,  along  with  tax  credit  financing  and  other 
sources  will  be  used  to  fund  the  project.  The  proposed  project  would  include  17  three-story 
buildings  containing  247  residential  units;  a  community  center  (approximately  4,000  sq.  ft.);  a 
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FIGURE  1 :  PROJECT  LOCATION 


childcare  center  (approximately  3,200  sq.  ft.);  a  computer  learning  center  (approximately  4,000 
sq.  ft.);  an  outdoor  child  play  space  (approximately  2,200  sq.  ft.)  and  other  semi-public 
community  open  space;  and  86  surface  parking  spaces.  The  new  development  would  provide 
affordable  housing  opportunities  and  would  improve  public  housing  facilities,  amenities,  security, 
and  ADA  access  at  the  site.  The  proposed  project  would  require  demolition  of  the  existing  22 
three-story  buildings  Valencia  Gardens  buildings. 

The  proposed  project  would  be  designed  with  an  architectural  character  intended  to  reflect  the 
scale  and  style  of  residential  structures  in  the  surrounding  neighborhoods;  they  would  be  oriented 
as  walk-up  apartments  in  street-facing  row  houses,  and  include  architectural  details  such  as  bay 
windows,  varied  rooflines  and  modulated  massing.  Maximum  height  of  the  proposed  buildings 
would  be  40  feet.  New  residential  streets  would  be  introduced  to  create  residential  blocks  similar 
to  those  in  the  surrounding  Mission  District  neighborhood  (see  Figures  2  and  3).  The  new  U- 
shaped  interior  street  would  have  parallel  surface  parking  on  both  sides  and  would  connect  with 
the  new  east- west  through  street  at  two  points;  the  new  streets  would  be  designed  for  local 
residential  traffic.  The  new  interior  street  would  include  special  paving  to  denote  the  increased 
level  of  pedestrian  activity. 

Along  Valencia  Street,  the  ground  floor  would  include  community  spaces,  management  offices, 
and  childcare  facilities,  with  residences  above.  The  community  center  would  be  at  the  corner  of 
Valencia  and  15th  Streets  (see  Figure  2).  A  secured  "front  door"  would  be  oriented  toward  this 
intersection.  A  semi-public  shared  community  plaza  would  be  located  behind  the  community 
center  to  provide  a  multi-function  outdoor  space  for  residents  and  their  guests.  The  childcare 
center,  which  would  front  Valencia  Street,  would  be  located  adjacent  to  the  community  center, 
opposite  the  dedicated  childcare  open  space;  this  open  space  would  connect  to  the  community 
plaza.  A  business  incubator  space,  intended  for  training  facilities  and  other  resident  uses,  would 
be  adjacent  to  the  childcare  center  fronting  Valencia  Street. 

The  proposed  project  would  provide  20  one-bedroom,  130  two-bedroom,  85  three-bedroom,  and 
12  four-bedroom  units.  All  units  would  have  private  exterior  access  from  the  sidewalk,  with 
most  units  sharing  a  stoop  or  entry  terrace  with  only  one  other  unit.  All  of  the  units  would  face 
the  public  and  private  streets,  with  visible  front  doors  and  windows  providing  "eyes  on  the 
street. " 

During  construction  activities,  Valencia  Gardens  residents  would  be  temporarily  relocated  to 
existing  housing  sites  within  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  project  would 
be  constructed  in  a  single  phase  requiring  the  relocation  of  all  residents  off  site,  but  the  feasibility 
of  phased  construction  is  being  reviewed  by  the  project  applicant.  The  project  may  be 
constructed  in  two  phases  with  approximately  75  %  of  the  site  being  demolished  and  reconstructed 
in  Phase  I  and  25%  of  the  site  demolished  in  Phase  II.  If  the  project  is  phased,  some  residents 
would  live  on  site  during  construction.  Single-phased  project  construction  would  take  about  24 
months,  including  hazardous  materials  removal,  demolition  of  the  existing  structures,  site 
stabilization  by  compaction  grouting  to  eliminate  potential  for  liquefaction,  grading,  and  utilities 
installation,  with  planned  occupancy  for  August  2005.  Should  phased  construction  occur,  the 
construction  schedule  would  be  extended  an  additional  12  to  18  months  to  complete  Phase  II 
between  August  2006  and  February  2007. 
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The  proposed  project  would  require  demolition  and  building  permits  from  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection.  The  proposed  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the 
Planning  Commission  for  a  Planned  Unit  Development  and  other  discretionary  reviews.  Other 
approvals  for  various  aspects  of  the  project  may  be  required  from  the  Planning  Commission,  the 
Zoning  Administrator,  the  Arts  Commission,  and  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 


II.  SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

A.  EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

This  Initial  Study  examines  the  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI  Project  to  identify  potential  effects 
on  the  environment.  On  the  basis  of  this  study,  project-specific  effects  that  have  been  determined 
to  be  potentially  significant  relate  to  historic  resources.  This  issue  will  be  analyzed  in  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR).  Topics  noted  "TO  BE  DETERMINED"  mean  that 
discussion  in  the  EIR  will  enable  a  determination  whether  or  not  there  would  be  a  significant 
impact. 

B.  EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 

The  following  effects  of  the  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI  Project  have  been  determined  to  be 
either  insignificant  or  to  be  mitigated  through  measures  included  in  the  project:  land  use;  visual 
quality;  population;  transportation  and  parking;  noise;  air  quality  and  climate;  utilities  and  public 
services;  biology;  geology  and  topography;  water;  energy  and  natural  resources;  hazards;  and 
cultural  resources  (archaeological  resources).  Those  issues  are  discussed  below  and  require  no 
further  environmental  analysis  in  the  EIR.  All  mitigation  measures  and  improvement  measures 
listed  on  pages  32-39  have  been  agreed  to  by  the  project  sponsor  and  will  be  incorporated  into  the 
project. 


III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST  AND  DISCUSSION 
A.      COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS 


Not  Applicable 


Discussed 


Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations, 
changes  proposed  to  the  City  Planning  Code 
or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable. 


Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  other  adopted 
environmental  plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or 
Region,  if  applicable. 


X 


The  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI  Project  would  require  review  by  the  Plarming  Commission  in 
context  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  and  other  relevant  plans.  Applicable  Area  Plans  and 
Elements  of  the  General  Plan  include  the  Residence  Element,  the  Urban  Design  Element,  and 
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other  elements.  If  the  proposed  project,  on  balance,  were  to  have  substantial  conflicts  with  the 
General  Plan  objectives,  it  could  not  be  approved. 

The  project  site  is  within  a  RM-1  (Residential,  Mixed  Districts,  Low  Density)  zoning  district, 
and  within  the  40-X  and  50-X  Height  and  Bulk  districts.  The  northernmost  portion  of  the  site  is 
in  the  40-X  height  and  bulk  district  and  the  remainder  of  the  site  is  within  the  50-X  district.  The 
residential,  childcare  and  community  space  uses  of  the  proposed  project  are  allowable  by  right. 
The  proposed  project's  buildings,  at  three  stories  high,  would  be  consistent  with  the  40-X  and  50- 
X  Height  and  Bulk  Districts.  The  proposed  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  authorization 
from  the  Planning  Commission  to  determine  qualification  as  a  Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD) 
under  Section  304  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  A  PUD  allows  for  development  of  sites  of 
considerable  size  (greater  than  one-half  acre)  as  an  integrated  unit  and  permits  well  reasoned 
modifications  of  certain  provisions  of  the  Planning  Code  such  as  parking,  open  space,  rear  yard, 
and  bulk  standards.  Exceptions  to  the  provisions  of  the  Planning  Code  shall  be  authorized  by  the 
Planning  Commission  through  the  Conditional  Use  Authorization  for  the  PUD  as  per  Section  304 
of  the  Planning  Code. 

A  chronology  of  recent  zoning  controls  in  the  project  vicinity  relevant  to  the  proposed  project 
include  the  following: 

On  July  6,  2001,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  Resolution  No.  518-01  -  Adopting  Interim 
Controls  regulating  uses  in  the  Mission  District  within  a  larger  boundary  (Guerrero  Street, 
Cesar  Chavez  Street,  Potrero  Avenue,  and  the  Central  Freeway).  For  any  change  of  use,  the 
Resolution  requires  a  mandatory  discretionary  review  hearing  by  the  Planning  Commission 
and  posting  of  a  sign  on  the  property  in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  Planning  Code 
Section  306.8.  The  Resolution  also  requires  conditional  use  authorization  by  the  Planning 
Commission  for  all  new  market-rate  housing  projects  or  conversions  of  existing  residential 
uses  to  market-rate  housing.  The  project  site  is  located  within  the  Mission  District  Interim 
Control.  However,  since  the  project  would  not  change  the  existing  uses  on  the  site,  and 
would  not  provide  market  rate  housing,  no  discressionary  review  or  Conditional  Use 
authorization  would  be  required  under  the  Mission  District  Interim  Control. 

On  November  2,  2001,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  Resolution  No.  841-01  -  Adopting 
Interim  Controls  with  amendments  for  the  Mission  District,  which  is  an  extension  of  the 
above  Resolution  518-01  with  some  minor  changes  and  clarifications.  These  amendments 
would  not  change  the  controls  as  they  relate  to  the  proposed  project. 

At  their  regular  meeting  on  July  15,  2002,  the  Board  Supervisor  passed  resolution 
"Amending  and  Extending  the  Interim  Controls  in  the  Mission  District"  so  that  the  Interim 
Controls  will  be  in  place  until  July  7,  2003. 

It  should  be  noted  that  community  organizations  and  residents  within  the  Mission  District  are 
presently  working  with  the  Planning  Department  on  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  Community 
Planning  Process,  of  which  one  of  the  goals  is  to  develop  a  new  set  of  zoning  regulations  for  the 
broader  Mission  District,  including  the  project  site.  The  planning  effort,  which  includes  a  series 
of  workshops  for  broad  community  participation  in  developing  the  plan  and  zoning  proposals,  is 
targeted  for  completion  by  the  end  of  2002. 
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Although  highly  likely,  at  this  time  it  is  not  known  whether  the  project  site  or  its  vicinity  will 
under  go  any  change  in  zoning  as  a  result  of  the  community-based  planning  process;  therefore, 
this  Initial  Study  must  evaluate  the  proposed  project  in  terms  of  its  relationship  to  the  existing 
zoning  controls  and  in  terms  of  its  potential  impact  on  the  existing  environmental  setting. 

As  part  of  their  Better  Neighborhoods  Program,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  is 
currently  working  with  three  neighborhoods  to  draft  neighborhood  plans.  One  of  those 
neighborhoods,  the  Market  and  Octavia  area,  is  directly  to  the  north  and  west  of  the  proposed 
project,  but  does  not  include  the  Valencia  Gardens  site.  Generally,  the  Market  and  Octavia 
Neighborhood  Plan  supports  transit-oriented  mixed-use  developments,  infill  development,  new 
housing,  affordable  housing,  and  reduced  parking  requirements. 

Environmental  plans  and  policies  are  those,  like  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  which  directly 
address  environmental  issues  and/or  contain  targets  or  standards  which  must  be  met  in  order  to 
preserve  or  improve  characteristics  of  the  City's  physical  environment.  The  current  proposed 
project  would  not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or 
policy. 

The  City's  General  Plan,  which  provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide  land  use 
decisions,  contains  some  policies  which  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  The  current 
proposed  project  would  not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  the  General  Plan.  In  general, 
potential  conflicts  with  the  General  Plan  are  considered  by  decision  makers  independently  of  the 
environmental  review  process,  as  part  of  the  decision  whether  to  approve  or  disapprove  a 
proposed  project.  Any  potential  conflict  not  identified  here  could  be  considered  in  that  context, 
and  would  not  alter  the  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project. 

In  November  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable 
Planning  Initiative,  which  added  Section  101.1  to  the  City  Planning  Code  to  establish  eight 
Priority  Policies.  These  policies  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving 
retail  uses;  protection  of  neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of  affordable 
housing;  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and  service  land  uses 
from  commercial  office  development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business 
ownership;  maximization  of  earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building 
preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space.  Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  which 
requires  an  Initial  Study  under  CEQA,  and  prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  demolition, 
conversion,  or  change  of  use,  and  prior  to  taking  any  action  which  requires  a  finding  of 
consistency  with  the  General  Plan,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  or 
legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies. 

B.       ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

The  proposed  project  has  been  evaluated  to  determine  whether  it  would  result  in  significant 
environmental  impacts.  All  items  except  Architectural  Resources  in  the  following  Initial  Study 
Environmental  Evaluation  Checklist  have  been  checked  "No,"  indicating  that  Planning 
Department  staff  have  determined  that  the  proposed  project  could  not  have  a  significant  adverse 
effect  on  the  environment.  Several  of  the  checklist  items  have  been  checked  "Discussed," 
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indicating  that  the  Initial  Study  text  includes  discussion  about  those  particular  issues.  For  all  of 
the  items  checked  "No,"  without  a  discussion,  the  conclusions  regarding  potential  significant 
adverse  environmental  effects  are  based  on  field  observation,  staff  experience  and  expertise  on 
similar  projects,  and/or  standard  reference  material  available  within  the  Department,  such  as  the 
Department's  Transportation  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review .  For  each  checked  item,  staff 
considered  both  the  individual  and  cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed  project. 


1.  Land  Use.  Could  the  project:  Yes 


No  Discussed 


a.  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an  established 

community?    X  X 

b.  Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing  character  of  the 

vicinity?  X  X 

As  noted  in  the  project  description,  the  approximately  five-acre  site  includes  most  of  the  City 
block  bounded  by  Valencia,  15th,  Guerrero,  and  14th  Streets.  The  block  is  near  the  commercial 
corridor  of  Mission  Street  and  the  16th  Street  BART  station,  located  one  block  to  the  south  and 
east.  The  Valencia  Gardens  Public  Housing  development  occupies  the  southern  portion  of  the 
block,  with  the  exception  of  the  corner  parcel  at  the  corner  of  15th  and  Guerrero  Streets,  which  is 
occupied  by  a  ground-floor  retail  use  with  multi  unit  residential  above.  Two-  and  three-story 
residential  buildings  with  some  commercial  uses  surround  the  site. 

The  proposed  project  would  replace  22  three-story  buildings  (approximately  175,300  gsf) 
containing  246  residential  units  and  82  surface  parking  spaces  with  17  three-story  buildings 
(approximately  259,100  gsf)  including  247  residential  units;  a  community  center  (approximately 
4,000  sq.  ft.);  a  childcare  center  (approximately  3,200  sq.  ft.);  a  computer  learning  center 
(approximately  4,000  sq.  ft.);  an  outdoor  child  play  space  (approximately  2,200  sq.  ft.)  and  other 
semi-public  community  open  space;  and  86  surface  parking  spaces.  The  proposed  project  would 
result  in  a  net  increase  of  one  residential  unit,  to  be  used  as  a  residence  for  an  on-site  property 
manager,  and  a  net  increase  of  four  surface  parking  spaces.  The  three-story  buildings  of  the 
proposed  project  would  be  generally  consistent  with  the  density,  height  and  scale  of  surrounding 
residential  uses.  Overall,  the  proposed  project's  residential  and  other  uses  would  be  consistent 
with  existing  residential  and  retail  land  uses  in  the  vicinity  and  would  not  have  a  substantial 
adverse  effect  on  land  use,  nor  would  it  disrupt  oi  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an 
established  community.  The  EIR  will,  therefore,  not  discuss  land  use. 


2.  Visual  Quality.  Could  the  project: 


Yes  No  Discussed 


Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect?    X 

Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic  view  or  vista  now 

observed  from  public  areas?  __  X 

Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  substantially  impacting  other 

properties?  X 
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The  proposed  project  would  include  construction  of  17  three-story  buildings  with  a  height  ranging 
from  32  to  40  feet.  The  proposed  project  would  include  demolition  of  22  existing  buildings, 
ranging  from  approximately  30  to  35  feet  in  height.  The  new  Valencia  Gardens  buildings  would 
be  somewhat  taller  than  the  existing  three-story  buildings  on  the  site,  and  about  the  same  height 
as  the  residential  buildings,  ranging  from  two  to  three  stories  or  about  20  to  40  feet  tall, 
surrounding  the  site.  The  proposed  buildings  would  incorporate  materials,  window  patterns  and 
styles,  colors,  textures,  roof  forms,  and  a  vertical  emphasis  that  are  present  in  the  neighboring 
residential  buildings  with  the  intention  of  being  compatible  with  the  residential  character  of  the 
surrounding  neighborhood. 

The  proposed  buildings  would  alter  the  existing  density  of  development,  occupying  the  central 
portion  of  the  project  site  with  open  space  around  the  perimeter  of  the  site,  to  residential  and 
community  uses  built  out  to  the  street  wall  on  all  four  sides  of  the  site.  This  pattern  would  be 
similar  to  existing  residential  and  commercial  development  on  Valencia,  15th,  Guerrero,  and  14th 
Streets.  It  should  be  noted  that  although  the  building  layouts  would  be  different  compared  to  the 
existing  buildings,  the  proposed  project  would  be  similar  in  height. 

The  proposed  buildings  would  be  visible  from  nearby  locations  on  Valencia,  15th,  Guerrero,  and 
14th  Streets  and  would  replace  views  of  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens  buildings.  Views  of  the 
buildings  would  be  limited  from  other  nearby  viewpoints  as  they  would  be  blocked  by  other 
existing  buildings.  The  proposed  project  would  be  partially  visible  from  longer-range  viewpoints 
such  as  Twin  Peaks,  as  part  of  overall  views  of  the  Mission  District.  Views  of  the  proposed 
project  from  Mission  Dolores  Park  would  be  blocked  by  existing  buildings. 

The  proposed  project  would  not  degrade  scenic  views  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  or  other  public 
areas,  and  would  not  have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect. 

Additional  light  would  be  introduced  by  the  increased  street  front  density  of  the  proposed  project 
but  would  not  significantly  affect  surrounding  properties.  New  lighting  would  include  fixtures  at 
the  building  entrances  and  other  locations  for  safety  and  security,  typical  of  residential 
development.  The  project  would  comply  with  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9212, 
which  prohibits  the  use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass.  Therefore,  mirrored  glass  would  not  be 
used,  and  the  building  would  not  result  in  glare  affecting  other  properties.  The  EIR  will, 
therefore,  not  discuss  light  and  glare. 


3.  Population.  Could  the  project: 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


a. 


Induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration  of  population? 


X 


X 


b. 


Displace  a  large  number  of  people  (involving  either  housing 
or  employment)? 


X 


X 


c. 


Create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional  housing  in 
San  Francisco,  or  substantially  reduce  the  housing  supply? 


X 


X 


The  proposed  project  includes  the  construction  of  17  new  three-story  buildings  including  247 
residential  units  (approximately  245,700  sq.  ft.);  a  new  childcare  center  for  30  children 


(approximately  3,200  sq.  ft.);  a  new  community  center  (approximately  4,000  sq.  ft.);  a  computer 
learning  center  (approximately  4,000  sq.  ft.);  an  outdoor  child  play  space  (approximately  2,200 
sq.  ft.)  and  other  semi-public  community  open  space.  It  would  demolish  22  three-story  buildings 
containing  246  residential  units  (approximately  175,300  sq.  ft.);  a  childcare  center  for 
approximately  30  children  (approximately  2,000  sq.  ft.);  and  community  space,  a  computer 
learning  center  and  property  management  facilities  (together  totaling  approximately  4,600  sq.  ft.) 
The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  net  increase  of  one  residential  unit;  approximately  1,200 
sq.  ft.  of  childcare  space;  and  approximately  3,400  sq.  ft.  of  property  management,  community 
center,  and  training  facilities  on  the  site.  Table  1  outlines  the  existing  and  proposed  uses  on  the 
site  and  the  associated  populations. 


Table  1 


Existing  and  Proposed  Site  Population 


Exisi 

ting 

Proposed 

Residential  Use 

No.  Units1 

Population 

No.  Units 

Population/ 
unit3 

Popula- 
tion 

1  bedroom  unit 

114 

NA 

20 

2 

40 

2  bedroom  unit 

102 

NA 

130 

4 

520 

3  bedroom  unit 

30 

NA 

85 

6 

510 

4  bedroom  unit 

0 

NA 

12 

8 

96 

Residential  Total 

246 

5991 

247 

1,166 

Non-Residential  Use 

Employees1 

Employees1 

Management, 
Community  Center, 
Computer  Learning/ 
Training  Center 

10 

(4,600  sq  ft) 

11 

(8,000  sq  ft) 

Childcare  Center 

3  workers 
22  children  (11  non-residents)4 

5  workers 
30  children  (15  non-residents)4 

Non-Residential  Total 

24 

31 

TOTAL 

623 

1,197 

1.  Source:  MHDC 

2.  The  residential  total  is  from  the  1997  SFHA  Public  Housing  Operation  Department  rent  roll,  before  the 
^location  of  residents  began.  The  rent  roll  provides  the  total  number  of  occupied  units  (243)  and  the  total 
population  for  the  site  (599).  Door-to-door  survey  of  population  per  unit  at  Valencia  Gardens  have  previously  been 
conducted  and  have  indicated  a  higher  number  of  residents  per  unit  and  issues  of  overcrowding.  Using  the  rent  roll 
statistic  for  the  analysis  in  this  document,  is  the  conservative  approach.  The  increase  in  population  on  the  site  is 
what  is  analyzed,  and  a  lower  existing  population  provides  for  a  greater  increase  in  population. 

3.  The  SFHA  has  admissions  and  continued  occupancy  policies,  based  on  HUD  criteria,  which  outline  a  range  of 
population  per  number  of  bedrooms  and  relate  to  the  number  of  adults,  number  of  children,  and  gender  of  children 
in  a  unit.  For  the  purpose  of  this  analysis  the  highest  number  in  the  range  was  used. 

4.  Approximately  50%  of  the  children  in  the  childcare  center  would  be  non-residents. 
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The  development  of  247  affordable  housing  units  would  result  in  an  onsite  population  of  up  to 
about  1,197  people.  The  increase  in  population  at  the  site,  a  total  of  about  574  people,  including 
about  567  residents,  about  4  non-resident  day-care  children,  and  about  3  employees  is  not  due  to 
a  great  increase  in  units  or  uses,  but  the  change  in  the  types  of  units  provided.  The  existing 
Valencia  Gardens  has  primarily  one  and  two  bedroom  units  while  the  proposed  project  has 
primarily  two  and  three  bedroom  units.  The  increase  of  population  on  the  site  would  not  be 
significant  relative  to  the  amount  of  residents  and  employees  within  the  project  vicinity;  nor 
would  it  be  significant  with  regard  to  expected  increases  in  the  population  and  employment  of  San 
Francisco.  No  significant  physical  environmental  effects  on  housing  demand  or  population  would 
occur,  and  these  issues  require  no  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

The  project  would  temporarily  displace  246  units  of  existing  public  housing.  The  Valencia 
Gardens  Relocation  Plan  was  submitted  to  and  approved  by  HUD  in  2000.  To  date, 
approximately  160  of  246  Valencia  Gardens  units,  or  approximately  65%  of  the  units,  have  been 
vacated  as  part  of  the  Valencia  Gardens  Relocation  Plan.  Approximately  480  residents  of  a  total 
of  about  6301  residents,  or  approximately  76%,  have  been  relocated  to  other  housing  in  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area.  All  eligible  Valencia  Gardens  residents  would  be  offered  an  opportunity  to 
return  to  Valencia  Gardens  after  construction.  If  a  two-phase  construction  plan  were  pursued, 
some  residents  may  continue  to  occupy  apartments  during  the  demolition  and  reconstruction  of 
Phase  I  of  the  proposed  project,  which  would  include  demolition  and  reconstruction  of  75%  of 
the  site,  with  the  remaining  25  %  to  be  demolished  and  reconstructed  as  part  of  Phase  II  of  the 
project.  Based  on  the  above  analysis,  no  significant  physical  environmental  effects  on  housing 
demand  or  population  would  occur,  and  these  issues  require  no  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

4.  Transportation.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

a.  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial  in  relation  to 

the  existing  traffic  load  and  capacity  of  the  street  system?    X  X 

b.  Interfere  with  existing  transportation  systems,  causing 
substantial  alterations  to  circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic 

hazards?  X 

c.  Create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional  housing  in 

San  Francisco,  or  substantially  reduce  the  housing  supply?    X   

d.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking  demand  which  cannot 

be  accommodated  by  existing  parking  facilities?  X 


A  transportation  memorandum  initiated  and  directed  by  the  project  sponsor  was  prepared  for  the 
proposed  Valencia  Gardens  Hope  VI  project  and  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Planning 
Department.2  The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  transportation  memorandum. 
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Existing  Conditions 


Traffic 

Regional  Access  -  The  regional  access  to  the  project  area  is  provided  by  Interstate  80  (1-80)  and 
U.S.  Highway  101  (US  101).  The  closest  access  point  to  US  101  and  the  Bay  Bridge  1-80  from 
the  project  site  is  via  the  Central  Freeway  on-ramp  at  South  Van  Ness  Avenue/ 13th  Street, 
approximately  four  blocks  east  of  the  project.  The  closest  off-ramp  from  US  101  and  the  Bay 
Bridge  1-80  is  located  at  Mission  Street/Duboce  Street,  approximately  four  blocks  to  the  north- 
east of  the  proposed  project. 

Local  Street  Network  -  The  proposed  project  is  served  by  a  comprehensive  street  network;  the 
streets  adjacent  to  the  proposed  project,  as  well  as  Mission  Street,  are  as  follows: 

14th  Street.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project,  14th  Street  is  a  one-way  east  bound  roadway 
with  two  travel  lanes  and  a  Class  II  bike  lane.  On-street  metered  parking  is  provided  on  both 
sides  of  the  street  east  of  Valencia  Street.  West  of  Valencia  Street  there  is  unmetered  residential 
permit  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street. 

15th  Street.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project,  15th  Street  is  a  one-way  westbound  roadway 
with  two  travel  lanes  and  on-street  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  The  on-street  parking  east 
of  Valencia  Street  is  metered.  The  on-street  parking  west  of  Valencia  Street  is  unmetered 
residential  permit  parking. 

Valencia  Street.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project,  Valencia  Street  is  a  two-way  north-south 
running  roadway  with  one  through  lane  in  each  direction  and  a  two-way  left  turn  lane  in  the 
median  of  the  street.  Vehicles  were  observed  using  the  two-way  left  turn  lane  for  parking. 
There  is  a  Class  II  bike  lane  in  both  directions  of  the  street.  On-street  metered  parking  exists  on 
both  sides  of  the  street. 

Guerrero  Street.  In  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project,  Guerrero  Street  is  a  two-way  north- 
south  mnning  roadway  with  two  travel  lanes  in  each  direction  and  a  raised  center  median  in  the 
middle  of  the  street.  There  is  undeterred  residential  permit  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street. 
Left  turns  are  prohibited  along  Guerrero  Street  in  both  directions  at  15th  Street  and  in  the 
northbound  direction  at  14th  Street. 

Mission  Street.  One  block  east  of  the  project  site,  Mission  Street  is  a  two-way  north-south 
running  arterial  roadway  with  two  travel  lanes  in  each  direction.  On-street  metered  parking  is 
provided  on  both  sides  of  the  street,  except  on  the  west  side  of  the  street  between  Duboce  and 
14th  Street,  where  unmetered,  one-hour  time  parking  is  provided.  Mission  Street  is  a  major 
transit  corridor  which  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  has  designated  as  a  Transit  Preferential 
Street. 
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Transit 


There  are  seven  MUNI  bus  lines  serving  the  proposed  project  vicinity  (14-Mission,  14L-Mission 
Limited,  22-Fillmore,  26-Valencia,  33-Stanyon,  49-Van  Ness,  and  53-Southern  Heights).  The 
PM  peak  period  frequency  and  closest  stop  location  of  each  line  are  listed  in  the  Table  2. 


Table  2 

Transit  Headways  and  Stop  Locations 


Line 

PM  Peak  Period  Frequency 

Nearest  Stop  Location 

14-Mission 

5  minutes 

Mission  at  15th  Street 

14L-Mission  Limited 

No  PM  peak  service 

Mission  at  16th  Street 

22-Fillmore 

6  minutes 

16th  Street  at  Mission 

26-Valencia 

15  minutes 

Valencia  at  15th  Street 

33-Stanyon 

15  minutes 

16th  Street  at  Mission 

49-Van  Ness 

7  minutes 

S.  Van  Ness  at  15th  Street 

53-Southern  Heights 

30  minutes 

15th  Street  at  Valencia 

Source:  CHS  Consulting  Group,  based  on  2002  MUNI  Transit  Map 


Regional  transit  service  to  and  from  the  Peninsula  is  provided  by  SamTrans  buses  on  Van  Ness 
Avenue  two  blocks  east  of  the  proposed  project.  Regional  transit  access  to  and  from  the  East  Bay 
and  Daly  City  and  Colma  is  provided  by  BART  at  the  16th  Street  Station,  located  two  blocks 
from  the  proposed  project.  Other  regional  transit  services,  such  as  Caltrain,  AC  Transit  and 
Golden  Gate  Transit,  are  available  further  away  from  the  proposed  project  and  would  have  to  be 
accessed  through  a  connecting  MUNI  line. 

On-Street  Parking 

A  recent  study  for  a  development  one  block  east  of  the  proposed  project  (1886  Mission  Street 
Residential  Street  Building  Transportation  Report,  ESA  2001)  reports  that  within  the  area 
bounded  by  16th  Street,  Guerrero  Street,  Market  Street,  McCoppin  and  Otis  Streets,  and  South 
Van  Ness  Avenue  there  are  approximately  1,495  on-street  parking  spaces.  Of  these,  390  are 
unmetered  residential  permit  parking  spaces.  The  study  indicates  that  91  percent  of  these  on- 
street  parking  spaces  were  occupied  during  the  midday  peak  period  (1:30  to  3:00  PM).  While  no 
new  on-street  parking  counts  were  conducted  for  this  study,  qualitative  observations  were  made 
during  the  PM  peak  period  (4:00  to  6:00  PM)  and  the  late  evening  period  (after  6:00  PM)  on 
Thursday,  October  17,  2002  which  confirmed  the  high  occupancy  rates  on  most  area  streets  cited 
in  the  1886  Mission  Street  study.  It  should  be  noted  that  occupancy  rates  during  the  evening 
period  approach  100  percent  (or  more  when  illegal  parking  is  taken  into  consideration)  on  many 
streets  as  area  residents  return  home  after  work. 

Off-Street  Parking 

Field  surveys  conducted  for  the  1886  Mission  Street  study  indicate  that  there  are  two  off-street 
parking  facilities  within  a  two  block  radius  of  the  proposed  project  with  about  275  spaces  total. 
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The  spaces  were  reported  to  experience  an  occupancy  rate  of  approximately  93  percent  during  the 
midday  peak  period.  New  off-street  counts  were  not  conducted. 

Bicycle  Conditions 

The  Official  San  Francisco  Bike  Route  System  lists  three  bicycle  routes  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
proposed  project. 

Route  30  -  Route  30  connects  Downtown  with  Golden  Gate  Park.  Near  the  proposed  project,  this 
route  runs  along  14th  Street.  There  is  a  Class  II  bike  line  in  each  direction  of  the  street. 

Route  45  -  Route  45  connects  the  Marina  with  Daly  City.  Near  the  proposed  project,  this  route 
runs  along  Valencia  Street.  There  is  a  Class  II  bike  lane  in  both  directions  of  the  street. 

Route  50  -  Route  50  connects  Downtown  with  the  southern  Sunset  District.  Near  the  proposed 
project  this  route  runs  along  Market  Street  two  blocks  to  the  north  of  the  project  site.  This  route 
has  a  dedicated  lane  between  McCoppin  and  17th  Streets. 

Pedestrian  Conditions 

Pedestrian  amenities  near  the  proposed  project  include  10-12  foot  wide  sidewalks  and  crosswalks 
at  all  the  intersections  immediately  adjacent  to  the  project  site  (14th  Street/Valencia  Street,  15th 
Street/Valencia  Street,  14th  Street/  Guerrero  Street  15th  Street/Guerrero  Street).  Field 
observations  indicated  that  pedestrian  volumes  on  the  sidewalks  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
proposed  project  are  relatively  light  and  pedestrian  flow  is  generally  free  flow  with  room  to  pass. 
Conditions  at  the  intersections  are  also  free  flow.  However,  pedestrians  crossing  the  street  at  the 
intersection  of  15th  Street/  Valencia  Street  in  the  eastbound  direction  may  have  some  difficulty 
due  to  the  flashing  yellow  phase  for  both  right  and  left  turning  vehicles  at  the  eastbound 
approach.  Because  there  is  no  separate  pedestrian  phase,  cars  making  turns  and  pedestrians 
crossing  on  the  flashing  yellow  conflict  with  each  other. 

Project  Impact 

Trip  Generation 

The  proposed  project  would  only  add  one  residential  unit  beyond  the  existing  number  of  units. 
However,  a  greater  number  of  2  plus  bedroom  units  are  proposed,  and  as  a  result  the  proposed 
project  would  generate  more  trips  compared  to  the  existing  buildings.  The  proposed  project 
would  include  an  additional  1,200  sq.  ft.  of  childcare,  which  would  generate  slightly  more  trips 
than  the  existing  childcare  facility.  Separate  trip  generation  calculations  for  the  community 
center  facility  and  the  computer  center  (an  addition  of  3,4000  sq.  ft.)  were  not  conducted  as  those 
uses  would  predominantly  serve  the  residents  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  325  daily  person  trips  and  58  PM  peak  hour  person  trips 
above  the  full  occupancy  of  the  existing  buildings.  The  proposed  project  would  generate  19  new 
PM  vehicle  trips.  Detailed  trip  calculations  and  information  is  available  in  the  memorandum 
prepared  by  CHS  Consulting  Group,  October  30,  2002,  on  file  at  the  Planning  Department. 
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Traffic 


An  intersection  level  of  service  (LOS)  analysis  was  not  conducted  for  this  study.  However,  the 
1886  Mission  Street  study  indicates  that  intersection  of  15th  Street/Valencia  Street  operates  at 
LOS  D  and  14th  Street/Valencia  Street  operates  at  LOS  C.  Field  observations  made  during  the 
PM  peak  period  confirmed  that  traffic  at  these  two  intersections  does  not  experience  significant 
delays  and  that  overall,  the  two  intersections  operate  at  acceptable  condition.  Observations  also 
indicated  that  the  traffic  volumes  at  the  two  other  intersections  adjacent  to  the  project  site  (15th 
Street/Guerrero  Street  and  14th  Street/Guerrero  Street)  are  similar  and  would  operate  at  similarly 
acceptable  LOS  as  15th  Street/Valencia  Street  and  14th  Street/Valencia  Street.  Field  observations 
showed  that  at  the  intersection  of  15th  Street/Guerrero  Street,  traffic  was  generally  free  flow  with 
only  short  queues  forming  in  the  east  and  northbound  approaches.  These  queues  typically  cleared 
during  the  respective  green  phase  for  each  approach.  The  intersection  of  14th  Street/Guerrero 
Street  was  observed  operating  without  significant  delays  and  with  queues  clearing  during  the 
respective  green  phases.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  19  additional  PM  peak  hour  vehicle  trips  would 
be  spread  out  over  area  roadways  and  intersections  and  would  not  result  in  significant  traffic 
impacts  at  these  intersections. 

Transit 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  approximately  23  transit  trips  (inbound  and  outbound) 
during  the  PM  peak  hour.  These  transit  trips  would  be  spread  out  over  the  6  MUNI  lines  as  well 
as  MUNI  metro  lines,  SamTrans,  and  BART  in  the  inbound  and  outbound  directions  and 
therefore  there  would  not  likely  be  any  significant  impacts  to  transit  service. 

Parking 

There  are  currently  82  off-street  parking  spaces  for  the  246  Valencia  Gardens  residential  units. 
The  proposed  project  would  include  86  off-street  parking  spaces  for  247  residential  units. 

Code  Required  Parking 

The  proposed  project  is  located  in  a  RM-1  zoning  district,  which  requires  residential 
developments  to  provide  one  space  per  residential  unit.  If  parking  requirements  are  calculated  at 
this  rate,  the  proposed  project  would  be  required  to  provide  247  parking  spaces  for  the  residential 
use.  However,  the  proposed  project  is  a  PUD,  which  is  required  to  provide  parking  based  on 
demand.  As  discussed  in  the  following  section,  the  proposed  project  generates  a  parking  demand 
of  224  spaces,  an  increase  in  parking  demand  by  approximately  47  spaces. 

Project  Generated  Parking  Demand 

Parking  demand  calculations  for  both  the  existing  and  proposed  uses  are  based  on  the  rates 
provided  in  Parking  Demand  for  Affordable  Housing  in  San  Francisco  published  by  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Department.  The  proposed  project  would  generate  a  parking  demand  for 
approximately  224  spaces,  217  for  the  residential  use  and  7  for  the  child  care  center.  All  of  this 
demand  is  assumed  to  be  long  term  demand.  The  child  care  center  is  small  and  its  demand  is 


expected  to  be  predominantly  for  employee  parking  rather  than  for  visitors.  This  is  an  increase 
in  demand  of  approximately  47  spaces  over  the  existing  parking  demand  of  177  spaces. 

As  shown  in  Table  3,  the  proposed  project  would  provide  86  spaces,  four  more  than  under 
existing  conditions,  for  the  residential  use.  There  would  thus  be  a  shortfall  of  138  spaces  (224 
demand  -  86  supply).  Compared  to  the  existing  shortfall  of  approximately  95  spaces  (177 
demand  -  82  supply),  the  net  increase  in  the  area's  parking  shortage  would  be  43  spaces  (138  new 
shortfall  -  95  existing  shortfall).  These  43  parking  spaces  would  need  to  be  found  in  on-street 
parking  in  the  area.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  actual  parking  demand  and  shortfall  at  the  site 
could  be  less  than  calculated  using  the  City's  rates  because  vehicle  ownership  data  from  the 
project  sponsor  indicate  a  relatively  low  ownership  rate  (38  percent,  based  on  76  cars  out  of  201 
occupied  units)  at  Valencia  Gardens.  The  proposed  project  is  a  PUD,  which  is  required  to 
provide  parking  based  on  demand.  As  the  proposed  project  would  not  meet  the  parking  demand, 
the  project  sponsor  would  require  authorization  from  the  Planning  Commission  for  an  exception 
under  the  PUD  as  per  Section  304  of  the  Planning  Code. 


Table  3 

Net  Increase  in  Parking  Shorfall  with  Proposed  Project 


Supply 

Demand 

Shortfall 

Proposed  Project 

86 

224 

138 

Existing 

82 

177 

95 

Net  Change 

4 

47 

43 

Source:  CHS  Consulting  Group,  2002. 


Under  California  Public  Resources  Code  Section  21060.5,  "environment"  means  "the  physical 
conditions  which  exist  within  the  area  which  will  be  affected  by  a  proposed  project,  including 
land,  air,  water,  minerals,  flora,  fauna,  noise,  and  objects  of  historic  or  aesthetic  significance." 
Parking  supply  is  not  considered  to  be  a  part  of  the  permanent  physical  environment  in  San 
Francisco.  Parking  conditions  are  not  a  static  condition,  as  parking  supply /demand  varies  from 
day  to  night,  from  day  to  day,  month  to  month,  etc.  Hence,  the  availability  of  parking  spaces  (or 
lack  thereof)  is  not  a  permanent  physical  condition,  but  changes  over  time  as  people  change  their 
modes  and  patterns  of  travel.  Therefore,  parking  deficits  are  considered  to  be  social  effects, 
rather  than  impacts  on  the  physical  environment  as  defined  by  CEQA. 

Parking  deficits  may  be  associated  with  secondary  physical  environmental  impacts,  such  as 
increased  traffic  congestion  at  intersections,  air  quality,  or  noise  effects  caused  by  congestion. 
However,  as  noted  above,  in  the  experience  of  San  Francisco  transportation  planners,  the  absence 
of  a  ready  supply  of  parking  spaces  combined  with  available  alternatives  to  auto  travel  (e.g., 
transit  service,  taxis,  bicycles  or  travel  by  foot)  and  a  relatively  dense  patterns  of  urban 
development,  may  induce  drivers  to  seek  and  find  alternative  parking  facilities,  shift  to  other 
modes  of  travel,  or  change  their  overall  travel  habits.  Any  such  resulting  shifts  to  transit  service 
in  particular,  would  be  in  keeping  with  the  City's  "Transit  first"  policy. 

Additionally,  regarding  potential  secondary  effects,  cars  circling  and  looking  for  a  parking  space 
in  areas  of  limited  parking  supply  is  typically  a  temporary  condition,  often  offset  by  a  reduction 
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in  vehicle  trips  due  to  others  who  are  aware  of  constrained  parking  conditions  in  a  given  area. 
Hence,  any  secondary  environmental  impact  which  may  result  from  a  shortfall  in  parking  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  would  likely  be  minor  and  difficult  to  predict. 

Thus,  a  parking  shortage  is  not  considered  to  be  a  permanent  conditions  and  is  also  not 
considered  to  be  a  physical  environmental  impact  even  though  it  is  understood  to  be  an 
inconvenience  to  drivers.  Therefore,  the  creation  of  or  an  increase  in  parking  demand  resulting 
from  a  proposed  project  that  cannot  be  met  by  existing  or  proposed  parking  facilities  would  not 
itself  be  considered  a  significant  environmental  effect  under  CEQA.  In  the  absence  of  such 
physical  environmental  impacts,  CEQA  does  not  require  environmental  documents  to  propose 
mitigation  measures  solely  because  a  project  is  expected  to  generate  parking  shortfalls. 

Loading  Impacts 

Loading  Demand  Versus  Supply 

Based  on  the  methodology  presented  in  the  SF  Guidelines,  the  proposed  project  would  generate 
approximately  eight  daily  truck  trips  a  day,  seven  for  the  residential  use  and  less  than  one  for  the 
childcare  facility.  These  eight  daily  truck  trips  equal  an  average  and  a  peak  demand  of  less  than 
one  loading  space  for  both  uses  combined. 

The  proposed  project  would  not  provide  any  off-street  loading  spaces.  Loading  trucks  destined  to 
the  site,  however  few,  would  have  to  park  on  street  and  hand  truck  their  goods  to  the  respective 
destinations.  Large  trucks,  such  as  those  used  for  move-ins,  would  also  either  park  on-street  or 
in  the  private  street  within  the  development.  The  internal  private  street  would  be  40  feet  wide 
from  curb  to  curb  with  parallel  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  The  width  for  travel  would  be 
approximately  24  feet,  or  one  12  foot  travel  lane  in  each  direction.  If  a  truck  were  double  parked 
in  one  of  the  lanes,  other  cars  would  have  to  by  pass  the  truck  by  crossing  into  the  opposing 
direction  of  traffic.  While  loading  impacts  are  not  considered  to  be  significant,  Improvement 
Measure  1  on  page  39  would  be  incorporated  into  the  project  to  minimize  non-significant  impacts. 

Loading  Requirements  Versus  Supply 

Based  on  the  Planning  Code,  the  proposed  project  would  be  required  to  provide  two  off-street 
loading  spaces,  both  for  the  residential  use.  The  proposed  project  would  not  provide  any  off- 
street  loading  spaces  and  would  not  meet  the  code  requirement.  The  project  sponsor  would 
require  an  authorization  from  the  Planning  Commission  for  an  exception  to  the  loading 
requirement  under  the  PUD  as  per  Section  304. 

Passenger  Loading  Impacts 

The  proposed  childcare  center  would  likely  generate  demand  for  passenger  loading  spaces. 
Approximately  50%  of  the  children  in  the  childcare  center  would  be  residents  of  Valencia 
Gardens  and  would  walk  to  the  childcare  center,  and  the  other  50%  would  come  from  the 
surrounding  neighborhoods  and  would  walk,  be  driven  or  take  mass  transit  to  the  center.  As 
such,  the  actual  number  of  spaces  demanded  for  passenger  loading  is  difficult  to  estimate.  The 
main  entrance  to  the  childcare  center  would  be  on  Valencia  Street  so  passenger  drop  offs  would 
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generally  occur  on  Valencia  Street  in  front  of  the  proposed  project.  Currently,  there  is  metered 
parking  on  the  street  in  front  of  the  proposed  project.  These  spaces  are  generally  full.  To 
accommodate  passenger  loading,  the  project  sponsor  would  apply  to  the  Department  of  Parking 
and  Traffic  (DPT)  to  designate  up  to  two  on-street  spaces  as  a  passenger  loading  zone  during  the 
morning  and  afternoon  peak  drop-off  and  pick-up  periods. 

Pedestrian 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  approximately  29  pedestrian  trips  (23  transit  and  6  walking) 
during  the  PM  peak  period.  Pedestrian  volumes  are  currently  light  and  free  flowing  along 
sidewalks  and  at  crosswalks  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  The  additional  pedestrian  trips  would  not 
result  in  a  significant  impact  on  existing  conditions. 

Bicycle 

The  proposed  project  would  not  likely  generate  a  significant  number  of  bike  trips.  Based  on  the 
existing  bicycle  lane  conditions  and  the  project  generated  bicycle  trips,  the  project  is  not  expected 
to  result  in  a  noticeable  impact  on  bicycle  conditions  in  the  area. 

Future  Cumulative  Traffic  Impacts 

As  concluded  in  the  1886  Mission  Street  study,  under  future  cumulative  conditions,  15th 
Street/ Valencia  Street  and  14th  Street/ Valencia  Street  would  operate  at  LOS  F.  The  deterioration 
in  LOS  would  be  due  primarily  to  background  growth  in  traffic  (assumed  to  be  1  percent  per 
year)  and  other  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project.  If  all  of  the  approximately  19  net 
new  trips  run  through  each  of  the  two  intersections,  the  proposed  project's  contribution  to  traffic 
growth  would  be  approximately  5  percent.  However,  the  19  trips  would  likely  be  spread  out 
over  several  intersections,  so  fewer  than  19  trips  would  be  added  at  each  of  these  intersections 
and  thus  the  proposed  project's  contribution  would  not  be  considerable. 

The  1886  Mission  Street  study  did  not  address  the  cumulative  traffic  impacts  at  15th 
Street/Guerrero  Street  and  14th  Street/Guerrero  Street;  however,  the  traffic  study  for  this  project 
notes  that  these  two  intersections  currently  operate  at  similar  conditions  as  the  14th  Street/ 
Valencia  Street  and  15th  Street/Valencia  Street.  Under  future  cumulative  conditions,  even  if  the 
two  intersections  on  Guerrero  Street  would  continue  to  operate  at  similar  conditions  as  the  two  on 
Valencia  Street  (i.e.,  at  LOS  F),  the  proposed  project's  contribution  to  the  growth  in  traffic  at 
these  two  intersections  would  not  be  considerable  (19  vehicles  or  less).  Thus  the  proposed 
project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  future  cumulative  traffic  conditions. 

Construction  Period  Impacts 

The  proposed  project  involves  the  demolition  of  existing  residential  and  community  uses  and  the 
construction  of  new  residential  and  community  uses.  Demolition  and  construction  activities  are 
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expected  to  take  place  spanning  approximately  24  months. 3  Following  is  the  anticipated 
construction  activity  schedule: 

•  Months  1-8:  demolition  and  excavation 

•  Months  9-20:  foundation  construction  and  framing 

•  Months  16-24:  interior  installation 


The  largest  number  of  trucks  per  day  (30-60)  at  the  site  would  be  during  demolition  in  the  first 
two  months,  and  approximately  the  largest  number  of  workers  at  the  site  would  be  during  the 
interior  installation  in  the  last  nine  months.  Construction  equipment  and  materials  would  be 
stored  on-site  as  well  as  on  the  sidewalk  of  15th  Street.  The  sidewalk  on  15th  Street  for  the 
length  of  the  project  would  be  required  for  construction  use  during  the  entire  construction  period. 
Construction  workers  would  need  to  find  parking  in  nearby  streets  or  the  project  sponsor  would 
have  to  arrange  for  off-street  parking  arrangements  in  the  area.  The  contractor  should  consider 
constructing  a  covered  walkway  along  the  occupied  stretch  of  the  sidewalk  for  pedestrians  to  pass 
or  set  up  signs  that  direct  pedestrians  to  alternative  routes.  While  construction  impacts  are  not 
considered  to  be  significant  because  they  would  be  temporary  and  of  short-term  duration, 
improvement  measures  have  been  incorporated  into  the  project  as  Improvement  Measures  2  and  3 
(page  39)  to  minimize  non-significant  impacts  of  construction  traffic.  To  the  extent  possible, 
construction  truck  movements  would  be  limited  to  off-peak  hours  and  the  project  sponsor  and 
construction  contractor  would  meet  with  the  Traffic  Engineering  Division  of  the  Department  of 
Parking  and  Traffic  and  the  Fire  Department  to  determine  feasible  traffic  mitigation  to  reduce 
traffic  congestion  and  pedestrian  circulation  impacts  during  construction. 

Based  on  the  above,  the  EIR  will  not  discuss  transportation  effects  of  the  proposed  project 
further. 

5.  Noise.  Could  the  project:  v  XT  ~.  , 

  r   J  Yes  No  Discussed 

a.  Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise  levels  for  adjoining 

areas?  X  X 

b.  Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation  Standards,  if  applicable?    X  X 

c.  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing  noise  levels?    X  _ 

Outdoor  noise  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  area  includes  numerous  potential  sources  of 
noise.  The  most  significant  existing  source  of  noise  throughout  most  of  San  Francisco  is  traffic. 
This  would  be  true  in  the  proposed  project  area  because  of  the  proximity  of  Valencia  Street  and 
Guerrero  Street,  and  the  Muni  Metro  line  on  Valencia  Street.  The  nearest  sensitive  receptors  to 
the  proposed  project  area  would  be  the  residential  uses  surrounding  the  project  site. 


Effects  on  Ambient  Noise  Levels 

Construction  Noise  and  Vibration.  Construction  activities  for  the  proposed  project  would 
include  demolition  of  the  existing  structures,  excavation  and  hauling,  erection  and  finishing  of  the 
new  buildings.  No  pile  driving  would  be  necessary  for  construction  of  this  proposed  project. 
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The  construction  activities  would  be  temporary  and  intermittent  and  would  occur  at  different 
times  through  the  phases  of  project  construction.  The  construction  period  is  anticipated  to  be 
about  24  months.  Demolition,  removal  of  the  existing  buildings,  and  site  excavation  would  take 
about  eight  months.  Foundation  construction,  wood  frame,  roofing,  and  interior  and  exterior 
finishing  would  take  about  15  months.  Demolition  and  other  construction  activities  would  be 
likely  to  cause  temporary,  substantial  increases  in  noise  but  would  be  expected  to  occur  for  a 
duration  of  less  than  six  months  for  the  entire  proposed  project. 

All  demolition  and  construction  activities  would  be  conducted  in  compliance  with  the  San 
Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29,  San  Francisco  Police  Code).  The  ordinance  requires  that 
noise  levels  from  individual  pieces  of  construction  equipment  other  than  impact  tools,  not  exceed 
80  dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  the  source.  Impact  tools,  such  as  jackhammers  and  impact 
wrenches,  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public 
Works.  The  project  would  include  Mitigation  Measure  1  on  page  32  to  further  reduce 
construction  noise.  Section  2908  of  the  Noise  Ordinance  prohibits  construction  work  between 
8:00  PM  and  7:00  AM,  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient  noise  level  by  5  dBA  at  the  project 
property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  Project 
demolition  and  construction  would  comply  with  the  Noise  Ordinance.  Compliance  with  the 
Noise  Ordinance  is  required  by  law  and  would  reduce  any  impacts  on  the  environment  to  a  less- 
than-significant  level. 

Based  on  the  above  analysis,  no  further  analysis  of  construction  noise  or  vibration  will  be 
presented  in  the  EIR. 

Traffic  Noise.  Ambient  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  are  typical  of  noise 
levels  in  urban  San  Francisco.  The  ambient  noise  is  dominated  by  vehicular  traffic,  including 
trucks,  cars,  buses,  Muni  Metro  streetcars,  and  emergency  vehicles.  Generally,  traffic  must 
double  on  adjacent  streets  in  order  to  produce  a  noticeable  increase  in  noise  levels.  Traffic 
volumes  would  not  be  expected  to  double  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project;  therefore, 
substantial  increases  in  traffic  noise  levels  would  not  be  anticipated  in  the  project  area.  Traffic 
noise  impacts  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  environment  and  will  not  be  analyzed 
further  in  the  EIR. 

Building  Equipment  Noise.  The  proposed  project  could  include  mechanical  equipment,  such  as 
air  conditioning  units,  which  could  produce  operational  noise.  This  equipment  would  be  subject 
to  and  would  have  to  comply  with  Section  2909  of  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  which 
limits  noise  from  building  operations.  Because  substantial  increases  in  the  ambient  noise  level 
due  to  building  equipment  noise  would  not  be  anticipated,  no  significant  impact  on  the 
environment  would  occur,  thus  the  EIR  will  not  discuss  equipment  noise  further. 

Interior  Noise  and  Existing  Noise  Levels 

Residential  and  childcare  uses  within  an  interior  courtyard  would  be  included  with  the  proposed 
development.  The  noise  insulation  requirements  of  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of 
Regulations  apply  to  residential  occupancies  and  thus  would  apply  to  the  residential  uses  within 
the  proposed  project.  Adherence  to  the  standards  of  Title  24  would  insulate  the  interior  uses 
from  excessive  exterior  noise  levels.  The  childcare  uses  would  be  insulated  from  exterior  noise 
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with  normal  interior  design.  Likewise,  the  proposed  development's  interior  courtyard  would  be 
enclosed  by  the  project  buildings  on  three  sides  and  predominantly  shielded  from  the  exterior 
noise  environment.  As  such,  interior  noise  and  the  effect  of  existing  noise  levels  on  the  proposed 
development  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  environment  and  will  not  be  analyzed 
further  in  the  EIR. 

6.  Air  Quality  /  Climate.  Could  the  project: 

a.  Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or  contribute 
substantially  to  an  existing  or  projected  air  quality  violation? 

b.  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant 
concentrations? 

c.  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable  odors? 

d.  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature  (including  sun  shading 
effects)  so  as  to  substantially  affect  public  areas,  or  change  the 
climate  either  in  the  community  or  region? 

Air  Quality 

Construction  Emissions.  During  construction,  air  quality  could  potentially  be  affected  for  a  short 
period.  Heavy  equipment  could  create  fugitive  dust  and  emit  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx),  carbon 
monoxide  (CO),  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2),  hydrocarbons  (HC),  and  particulate  matter  with  a  diameter 
of  less  than  10  microns  (PM10)  as  a  result  of  diesel  fuel  combustion.  The  primary  pollutant  of 
concern  in  fugitive  dust  would  be  PM10. 

Construction  emissions  would  be  short  term  and  temporary,  but  could  still  cause  adverse  effects 
on  local  air  quality.  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD),  in  its  CEQA 
Guidelines,  has  developed  an  analytical  approach  that  obviates  the  need  to  quantitatively  estimate 
these  emissions.  Instead,  BAAQMD  has  identified  a  set  of  feasible  PM10  control  measures  for 
construction  activities.  The  project  includes  Mitigation  Measures  2a  and  2b  (see  page  32)  to 
reduce  the  effects  of  construction  activities  to  an  insignificant  level.  Because  the  project  would 
include  these  mitigation  measures,  it  would  not  cause  significant  construction-related  air  quality 
effects.  Therefore,  the  EIR  will  not  address  these  effects  further. 

Emissions  from  Traffic  and  Equipment  Operations.  Potential  air  quality  impacts  from  the 
proposed  project  could  occur  due  to  increased  traffic  throughout  the  region.  The  BAAQMD 
CEQA  Guidelines  indicate  that  residential  projects  of  multiple-family  housing  would  have 
potentially  significant  emissions  if  the  proposed  project  includes  more  than  530  units  of  multi- 
family  housing  or  generates  more  than  2,000  vehicle  trips  per  day.4  The  proposed  project  would 
contain  247  housing  units  and  approximately  3,200  square  feet  of  childcare  use.  These  uses 
would  not  be  expected  to  generate  more  than  1,090  vehicle  trips  per  day.5  Because  the  size  of  the 
proposed  project  is  below  the  screening  thresholds  in  the  guidelines,  no  potentially  significant  air 
quality  impact  is  expected. 


Yes  No  Discussed 

X  X 

X  _ 
X  _ 

X  X 
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Shadow  Effects 


Section  295  of  the  City  Planning  Code  was  adopted  in  response  to  Proposition  K  (passed  in 
November  1984)  in  order  to  protect  certain  public  open  spaces  from  shadowing  by  new  structures 
during  the  period  between  one  hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset,  year  round. 
Section  295  restricts  new  shadow  upon  public  spaces  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Department  by  any  structure  exceeding  40  feet  unless  the  City  Planning  Commission  finds 
the  impact  to  be  insignificant.  Planning  Code  Section  295(a)(3)  states  that  buildings  permits  for 
structures  that  will  cast  shade  or  shadow  upon  properties  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation 
and  Park  Commission  may  not  be  issued  with  the  exception  of  "  [structures  to  be  constructed  on 
property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  for  recreational  and  park- 
related  purposes."  The  proposed  project  buildings  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  40  feet  in 
height,  would  not  be  subject  to  Section  295,  and  would  not  cause  shading  beyond  what  is 
common  and  accepted  in  urban  areas.  No  significant  shadow  impact  would  occur,  and  this  topic 
will  not  be  analyzed  further  in  the  EIR. 

Wind  Effects 

In  order  to  provide  a  comfortable  wind  environment  for  people  in  San  Francisco,  the  City 
established  specific  comfort  criteria  to  be  used  in  the  evaluation  of  proposed  buildings  in  certain 
areas  of  the  City.  The  proposed  project  is  not  located  in  one  of  these  areas,  nor  would  the 
project  buildings  extend  above  their  surroundings  so  that  substantial  wind  effects  would  occur. 
The  proposed  project  would  maintain  the  approximate  overall  location  and  massing  of  the  existing 
structures  on  the  site  and  would  not  substantially  change  wind  conditions  or  create  discomfort  for 
pedestrians  and  people  in  nearby  seating  areas.  The  proposed  project  would  range  up  to  40  feet 
in  height;  typically,  buildings  of  100  feet  in  height  or  less  would  not  create  adverse  pedestrian 
wind  conditions.  No  significant  wind  impacts  would  occur,  and  the  EIR  will  not  discuss  this 
issue  further. 


7.  Utilities  /  Public  Services.  Could  the  project:  Yes  Nq  Discussed 

a.  Breach  published  national,  state  or  local  standards  relating  to 

solid  waste  or  litter  control?    X  X 

b.  Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity  to  serve  new 

development?    X  X 

c.  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools,  recreation  or 

other  public  facilities?    X  X 

d.  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water,  or  communications 

facilities?  X  X 

The  project  would  replace  existing  residential  uses  with  similar  uses,  although  at  a  slightly 
greater  intensity.  The  project  would  not  be  expected  to  substantially  increase  the  number  of 
residents  and  employees  on  the  site.  As  such,  the  project  would  not  substantially  change  the 
demand  for  schools,  recreation  or  other  public  facilities.  The  project  would  not  substantially 
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increase  existing  solid  waste,  water  demand,  or  wastewater  at  the  project  site.  Therefore,  the 
EIR  will  not  discuss  these  issues  further. 


The  project  site  presently  receives  police  and  fire  protection  services,  and  the  project  would 
create  little  additional  demand  for  fire  and  police  services  in  the  area.  Although  the  project  could 
increase  the  number  of  calls  received  from  the  area  or  the  level  of  regulatory  oversight  that  must 
be  provided  as  a  result  of  the  minor  increase  in  concentration  of  activity  on-site,  the  increase  in 
responsibilities  would  not  likely  be  substantial  in  light  of  the  existing  demand  for  police  and  fire 
protection  services.  Furthermore,  the  increase  in  demand  would  not  require  the  construction  of 
any  new  police  of  fire  prevention  facilities.  For  these  reasons,  the  EIR  will  not  discuss  further 
police  or  fire  protection  services. 

The  project  site  is  already  served  by  power  utilities  and  communication  facilities.  Although 
utilities  would  be  replaced  throughout  the  site,  the  new  buildings  would  tap  into  the  existing 
power  and  communications  grids.  Therefore,  no  new  power  or  communications  facilities  would 
be  necessary  as  a  result  of  project  implementation,  and  the  EIR  will  not  discuss  this  issue  further. 


8.  Biology.  Could  the  project: 

a.        Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered  species  of  animal 
or  plant,  or  the  habitat  of  the  species? 


Yes 


No  Discussed 


X 


b.  Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish,  wildlife  or  plants, 
or  interfere  substantially  with  the  movement  of  any 

resident  or  migratory  fish  or  wildlife  species?  X  X 

c.  Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of  mature,  scenic 

trees?  X  X 

No  known  rare,  threatened  or  endangered  species  are  known  to  exist  on  the  project  site.  The 
proposed  project  site  is  in  a  heavily  developed  urban  area  and  is  covered  by  structures, 
impervious  surfaces,  and  introduced  landscaping.  There  are  no  natural  habitats  and  no  native 
vegetation  remaining  on  the  site.  Existing  landscaping  on  the  site,  including  mature  trees  at  the 
interior  of  the  site  as  well  as  other  landscaping,  would  be  removed  and  replaced  with  other 
landscaping.  The  existing  trees  are  not  native  to  the  site,  nor  are  they  rare  or  endangered,  nor  do 
they  contain  significant  habitat  value.  Thus,  removal  of  these  trees  would  not  be  a  significant 
impact.  Development  of  the  site  would  not  be  expected  to  affect,  or  substantially  diminish,  plant 
or  animal  habitats.  The  proposed  project  would  not  remove  sensitive  vegetation,  habitats 
supporting  sensitive  species  or  wetlands.  Landscaping  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  would 
include  plants  and  street  trees  appropriate  for  the  urban  landscape  of  the  project  site.  Therefore, 
vegetation  and  wildlife  effects  of  the  project  would  not  be  significant,  and  this  topic  will  not  be 
discussed  in  the  EIR. 


9.  Geology  /  Topology.  Could  the  project: 

a.        Expose  people  or  structures  to  major  geologic  hazards 
(slides,  subsidence,  erosion  and  liquefaction)? 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 
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b.        Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any  unique 

geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site?    X  X 

The  proposed  project  site  slopes  downward  approximately  ten  feet  in  elevation  from  the  western 
portion  of  the  site  to  the  east  and  is  currently  covered  by  22  three-story  buildings,  landscaping, 
paved  courtyards  and  surface  paved  parking  areas.  Soil  on  the  site  is  loose  to  medium  dense  sand 
to  silty  fill  that  extends  about  five  to  15  feet.  Varying  amounts  of  gravel,  brick  and  debris  exist 
within  the  fill,  which  is  underlain  by  loose  to  medium  dense  sand  that  becomes  increasingly  dense 
at  an  approximate  depth  of  20  feet  below  the  surface.  This  lenses  of  compressible  peat  that 
ranged  from  a  few  inches  to  one  foot  thick  exist  within  the  sand.  Groundwater  is  believed  to  be 
at  approximately  25  to  27  feet  below  existing  grade.6 

The  Community  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  contains  maps  that  show 
areas  subject  to  geologic  hazards.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  subject  to  ground  shaking 
from  earthquakes  along  the  San  Andreas  and  Northern  Hayward  Faults  and  other  faults  in  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  (Maps  2  and  3  in  the  Community  Safety  Element).  The  project  site  is  in  an 
area  of  liquefaction  potential  (Map  4  in  the  Community  Safety  Element),  a  Seismic  Hazards 
Study  Zone  designated  by  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology.  A  Geotechnical 
Investigation  Report  prepared  in  September  2001  identified  that  potentially  liquefiable  soil  across 
the  site  is  about  15  feet  thick  and  was  encountered  at  depths  ranging  from  about  five  to  ten  feet 
below  the  ground  surface;  these  soils  would  likely  liquefy  under  strong  ground  shaking  associated 
with  a  moderate  to  large  earthquake  on  a  nearby  fault.7 

In  its  review  of  the  building  permit  application  for  a  development  proposal  in  an  area  of 
liquefaction  potential,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  would  require  the  project 
sponsor  to  prepare  geotechnical  reports  to  assess  the  nature  and  severity  of  the  hazards  at  the  site 
and  to  recommend  project  design  and  construction  features  that  would  reduce  those  hazards.  One 
or  more  geotechnical  (foundation)  investigations  for  the  proposed  project  by  a  California-licensed 
geotechnical  engineer  would  be  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  The  project  sponsor  and 
its  contractors  would  follow  the  recommendations  of  the  final  geotechnical  reports  regarding  any 
excavation  and  construction  for  the  proposed  project,  including  the  types  of  foundations  necessary 
to  support  various  proposed  project  elements  (see  Mitigation  Measure  3a  on  page  33).  To  ensure 
compliance  with  all  current  San  Francisco  Building  Code  provisions  regarding  structural  safety, 
DBI  would  review  the  geotechnical  report  and  building  plans  for  the  proposed  project,  and 
determine  the  necessary  engineering  and  design  features  to  reduce  potential  damage  to  structures 
caused  by  groundshaking  and  liquefaction.  In  this  way,  amelioration  of  potential  damage  to 
structures  from  geologic  hazards  at  the  project  site  would  be  ensured  through  DBI  requirement 
for  a  geotechnical  report  and  compliance  with  building  permit  requirements. 

The  primary  geotechnical  issues  that  would  be  addressed  in  the  design  are  foundation  type  and 
supporting  capacity,  settlement  under  building  loads  and  earthquake  shaking,  excavation  and 
temporary  shoring,  and  dewatering.  Construction  of  the  project  would  require  excavation  to  a 
depth  ranging  from  about  six  to  nine  feet  throughout  the  site.  Stability  and  site  safety  during 
excavation  would  be  achieved  through  standard,  accepted  shoring  techniques.  Because  the 
building  permit  process  provides  for  review  of  the  site  conditions  and  final  building  design,  no 
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people  or  structures  would  be  exposed  to  potential  geologic  hazards,  and  the  impact  of  the 
proposed  project  would  be  less  than  significant. 


The  project  would  not  significantly  alter  the  topography  of  the  site,  or  otherwise  affect  any 
unique  geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site.  No  further  analysis  of  geology  and  seismicity  is 
required  in  the  EIR. 


10.  Water.  Could  the  project:  Yes 


No  Discussed 


a.  Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or  contaminate  a  public 

water  supply?  X  X 

b.  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground  water  resources, 

or  interfere  substantially  with  ground  water  recharge?    X  X 

c.  Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or  siltation?    X  X 

The  project  would  include  excavation  to  remove  existing  partial  basements  beneath  the  existing 
Valencia  Gardens  buildings  at  about  six  to  nine  feet  below  grade.  Previous  excavation  has 
occurred  on  the  site  to  a  maximum  depth  of  ten  feet;  no  groundwater  was  encountered  at  this 
level.  Based  on  the  Geotechnical  Investigation  prepared  for  the  project  site,  the  water  table 
appears  to  be  at  a  depth  of  approximately  five  to  nine  feet.8  As  such,  it  is  likely  that  dewatering 
would  be  required.  Thus,  any  groundwater  encountered  during  construction  would  be  subject  to 
the  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (Ordinance  No.  199-77), 
requiring  that  groundwater  meet  specified  standards  before  being  discharged  into  the  sewer 
system.  The  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  would  be  notified  if  the  project  were  to  require  dewatering. 

Should  dewatering  be  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  would  address  the  potential  settlement  and 
subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  upon  this  discussion,  the  soils  report  would  contain 
a  determination  as  to  whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey  should  be  done  to 
monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and  adjacent  streets.  If  a 
monitoring  survey  is  recommended,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  would  require  that  a 
Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of  the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  project  sponsor 
to  perform  this  monitoring.  Groundwater  monitoring  wells  and/or  instruments  would  be  used  to 
monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Special  Inspector, 
unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during  construction,  groundwater  recharge  would  be  used 
to  halt  this  settlement.  The  project  sponsor  would  delay  construction  if  necessary.  Costs  for  the 
survey  and  any  necessary  repairs  to  service  lines  under  the  street  would  be  borne  by  the  project 
sponsor.  The  project  would  include  Mitigation  Measures  3b,  3c,  4a  and  4b  to  reduce  the 
potential  water  quality  effects  of  dewatering  (beginning  on  page  33).  No  further  analysis  of  water 
resources  is  required  in  the  EIR. 

The  project  site  is  almost  entirely  paved  or  covered  by  landscaping  and  structures.  The  project 
would  cover  approximately  75  percent  of  the  area  with  paved  surfaces.  The  project  would  not 
substantially  affect  the  area  of  impervious  surface  at  the  site  or  alter  site  drainage.  Project-related 
wastewater  and  storm  water  would  continue  to  flow  to  the  combined  sewer  system.  During 
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construction,  requirements  to  reduce  erosion  would  be  implemented  pursuant  to  California 
Building  Code  Chapter  33,  Excavation  and  Grading.  During  operations,  the  project  would 
comply  with  all  local  wastewater  discharge  requirements. 


11.  Energy  /  Natural  Resources.  Could  the  project: 

a.  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use  of  large 
amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy,  or  use  these  in  a 
wasteful  manner? 

b.  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential  use,  extraction,  or 
depletion  of  a  natural  resource? 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


X 


San  Francisco  consumers  have  recently  experienced  rising  energy  costs  and  uncertainties 
regarding  the  supply  of  electricity.  The  causes  of  these  conditions  are  under  investigation  and  are 
the  subject  of  much  debate.  Part  of  the  problem  may  be  that  the  State  does  not  generate  sufficient 
energy  to  meet  its  demands  and  must  import  energy  from  outside  sources.  Another  part  of  the 
problem  may  be  the  lack  of  cost  controls  as  a  result  of  deregulation.  The  California  Energy 
Commission  (CEC)  is  currently  considering  applications  for  the  development  of  new  power- 
generating  facilities  in  San  Francisco,  the  Bay  Area  and  elsewhere  in  the  State.  These  facilities 
could  supply  additional  energy  to  the  power  supply  "grid"  within  the  next  few  years.  The  project 
would  meet  current  State  and  local  codes  concerning  energy  consumption,  including  Title  24  of 
the  California  Code  of  Regulations  enforced  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection.  For  this 
reason,  it  would  not  cause  a  wasteful  use  of  energy.  The  project-generated  demand  for  electricity 
would  be  negligible  in  the  context  of  overall  demand  within  San  Francisco  and  the  State  and 
would  not  in  and  of  itself  require  a  major  expansion  of  power  facilities.  Therefore,  the  energy 
demand  associated  with  the  proposed  projects  would  not  result  in  a  significant  physical 
environmental  effect  and  will  not  be  further  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


12.  Hazards.  Could  the  project: 

a.  Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or  involve  the  use, 
production  or  disposal  of  materials  which  pose  a  hazard  to 
people  or  animal  or  plant  populations  in  the  area  affected? 

b.  Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans  or  emergency 
evacuation  plans? 

c.  Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire  hazard? 


Yes 


No 


X 


Discussed 


X 


A  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  (ESA)  of  hazardous  materials  at  the  project  site  was 
prepared  by  Engineering/Remediation  Resources  Group  in  October  2001. 9  Findings  of  the  Phase 
I  ESA  are  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department, 
and  are  summarized  in  this  section. 
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Hazardous  Materials  Use 

Regarding  the  potential  for  public  health  hazards,  the  proposed  project  would  involve  the 
development  of  residential,  community  room,  employment  training  center,  and  childcare  uses  that 
would  require  relatively  small  quantities  of  hazardous  materials  for  routine  activities.  The 
development  would  likely  handle  common  types  of  hazardous  materials,  such  as  paints,  cleaners, 
and  solvents.  These  commercial  products  are  labeled  to  inform  users  of  potential  risks  and  to 
instruct  them  in  appropriate  handling  procedures.  Most  of  these  materials  are  consumed  through 
use,  resulting  in  relatively  little  waste.  For  these  reasons,  routine  hazardous  materials  use  in 
residential,  community  room,  employment  training  center,  and  childcare  uses  are  not  typically 
considered  to  pose  any  substantial  public  health  or  safety  hazards  related  to  hazardous  materials. 

Soil  and  Groundwater 

Soil  and  groundwater  conditions  at  the  project  site  were  investigated  in  the  Phase  I  ESA.  The 
results  of  site  samples  and  chemical  analyses  performed  as  part  of  the  Phase  I  ESA  investigation 
indicate  the  soil  and  groundwater  within  the  vicinity  of  the  sample  locations  do  not  appear  to  be 
impacted  by  contaminants  at  a  level  of  concern,  and  are  not  anticipated  to  pose  significant  risk  to 
humans  or  the  environment.  Soil  samples  collected  as  part  of  the  Phase  I  ESA  contained 
detectable  levels  of  diesel  or  benzo(a)pyrene;  however,  only  benzo(a)pyrene  was  detected  at 
concentrations  exceeding  the  US  EPA  Region  IX  Preliminary  Remediation  Goals  for  residential 
uses  in  one  of  the  test  borings.  Additional  sampling  and  analysis  of  benzo(a)pyrene  at  the  site  is 
recommended  if  soil  excavation  is  required  within  the  test  area  where  this  substance  was 
identified. 

Project  geotechnical  investigations  of  the  groundwater  at  the  site  indicates  that  the  groundwater 
level  is  approximately  six  to  nine  feet  below  the  surface.  As  such,  excavation  and  construction  of 
the  proposed  project,  which  would  exceed  six  feet,  would  have  the  potential  to  impact 
groundwater.  No  significant  human  exposure  to  chemicals  in  the  groundwater  is  expected  at  the 
project  site  as  no  current  or  future  beneficial  uses  of  groundwater  at  the  site  are  anticipated  and 
the  proposed  design  covers  the  majority  of  the  site  (approximately  75  percent)  with  either  asphalt 
or  concrete.  In  addition,  the  project  site  is  located  at  a  significant  distance  (more  than  2.5  miles) 
from  the  San  Francisco  Bay,  and  as  such,  adverse  impacts  of  the  chemicals  in  the  groundwater  to 
the  aquatic  community  in  the  Bay  is  anticipated  to  be  insignificant. 

As  additional  sampling  and  analysis  of  benzo(a)pyrene  at  the  site  has  been  recommended  by  the 
Phase  I  ESA,  the  project  includes  Mitigation  Measure  5  to  further  characterize  soil  and 
groundwater  conditions  (page  34).  If  additional  environmental  studies  conclude  that  soil  and 
groundwater  conditions  could  pose  significant  human  health  or  safety  hazards,  a  Site  Safety  and 
Health  Plan  would  need  to  be  prepared  pursuant  to  California  Division  of  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  requirements  and  National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  guidance  to 
ensure  worker  safety.  Under  these  requirements,  the  Site  Safety  and  Health  Plan  would  need  to 
be  prepared  prior  to  initiating  any  earth-moving  activities  at  the  site.  The  plan  would  contain 
policies  and  procedures  to  protect  site  workers  from  potential  health  and  safety  impacts  related  to 
contaminated  soil  and  groundwater.  The  plan  would  apply  to  all  site  activities  through  the 
completion  of  earthwork  construction.  It  would  include  specific  training  requirements  and 
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personal  protection  equipment  for  on-site  workers.  The  Site  Safety  and  Health  Plan  is  not 
required  to  include  measures  to  minimize  the  potential  for  public  exposure.  Mitigation  Measure 
5  is  included  to  minimize  potential  public  exposure  to  less  than  significant  impacts  (page  34). 

Building  Materials 

Existing  buildings  at  the  project  site  could  contain  hazardous  materials,  such  as  asbestos, 
poly  chlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs),  lead,  mercury,  or  other  hazardous  materials.  In  the  past, 
asbestos,  PCBs,  and  lead  were  commonly  installed  in  insulation,  floor  tiles,  roofing  tar,  electrical 
transformers,  fluorescent  light  ballasts,  and  paint.  Mercury  is  common  in  electrical  switches  and 
fluorescent  light  bulbs.  If  such  hazardous  materials  exist  in  buildings  to  be  demolished,  they 
could  pose  hazards  to  workers,  neighbors,  or  the  natural  environment. 

Both  lead  paint  and  asbestos  have  been  identified  at  the  Valencia  Gardens  site.10  However,  the 
proposed  project  includes  a  mitigation  measure  (see  Mitigation  Measure  5,  page  34)  intended  to 
reduce  to  the  potential  health  risks  associated  with  building  materials  containing  asbestos,  PCBs, 
lead,  mercury,  or  other  hazardous  materials  by  securing  the  investigation,  removal,  and  disposal 
of  these  materials  prior  to  demolition  of  the  buildings. 

Mitigation  Measure  5  would  ensure  compliance  with  existing  regulations  applicable  to  the 
management  of  any  potentially  hazardous  building  components.  For  example,  the  BAAQMD 
regulates  airborne  asbestos  and  is  to  be  notified  ten  days  in  advance  of  any  proposed  demolition. 
It  randomly  inspects  asbestos  removal  operations.  The  California  Division  of  Occupational 
Safety  and  Health  is  also  to  be  notified  of  asbestos  abatement  operations.  It  oversees 
requirements  placed  on  asbestos  abatement  contractors  whenever  asbestos-related  work  involves 
100  sq.  ft.  or  more  of  asbestos-containing  material.  Because  buildings  constructed  prior  to  1979 
are  assumed  to  contain  lead-based  paint,  demolition  activities  involving  lead-based  paint  are  to 
comply  with  Chapter  36  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code.  The  ordinance  requires  that 
containment  barriers  be  at  least  as  protective  of  human  health  and  the  environment  as  those  in  the 
most  recent  Guidelines  for  Evaluation  and  Control  of  Lead-Based  Paint  Hazards  promulgated  by 
the  US  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.  Poly  chlorinated  biphenyls  are  regulated 
under  the  federal  Toxic  Substances  Control  Act  of  1976,  and  mercury  is  regulated  as  a  hazardous 
waste.  These  existing  laws  and  regulations  would  help  to  ensure  the  health  and  safety  of 
workers,  neighbors,  and  the  natural  environment. 

Fire  Safety  and  Emergency  Access 

San  Francisco  ensures  fire  safety  through  provisions  of  the  Building  Code  and  Fire  Code. 
Existing  buildings  are  required  to  meet  standards  contained  in  these  codes.  The  proposed  project 
would  also  conform  to  these  standards,  which  may  include  development  of  an  emergency 
procedure  manual  and  an  exit  drill  plan.  In  this  way,  potential  fire  hazards  (including  those 
associated  with  hydrant  water  pressure  and  emergency  access)  would  be  addressed  during  the 
permit  review  process. 

With  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the  project,  as  identified  on 
pages  34-35,  potential  health  and  safety  issues  related  to  existing  and  future  hazardous  materials 
use,  contaminated  soil  and  groundwater,  potentially  hazardous  building  components,  and  fire 
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safety  and  emergency  access  would  be  reduced  to  less-than-significant  levels.  Therefore,  these 
issues  do  not  require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


13.  Cultural  Resources.  Could  the  project: 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


a. 


Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric  or  historic 
archaeological  site  or  a  property  of  historic  or  cultural 
significance  to  a  community  or  ethnic  or  social  group;  or 
a  paleontological  site  except  as  a  part  of  a  scientific  study? 


TO  BE  DETERMINED 


b. 


Conflict  with  established  recreational,  educational, 
religious  or  scientific  uses  of  the  area? 


X 


X 


c. 


Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  Article  10  or  Article  1 1  of  the  City  Planning 
Code? 


X 


X 


Archaeological/Cultural  Resources 

Archeo-Tec  Consulting  Archaeologists  completed  an  archival  cultural  resources  evaluation  of  the 
project  vicinity  for  potential  subsurface  historical  or  prehistoric  archaeological  resources  and  to 
document  the  history  of  the  area,  an  archaeological  research  design  and  treatment  plan 
(ARD/TP)  for  the  proposed  project.  The  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI  Project  ARD/TP11 
addresses  the  prehistoric,  historic,  and  natural  formation  contests  of  the  project  site;  evaluates  the 
potential  for  significant  archaeological  resources  to  be  present  within  the  project  site;  identifies 
the  property  types  and  research  themes  related  to  expected  archaeological  resources;  and 
incorporates  prehistoric  resources  and  historic  resource  treatment  plans.   Potential  for  the 
existence  of  subsurface  cultural  resources  of  the  prehistoric/protohistoric  period  (c.  4000  B.C.  - 
A.D.  1775),  Spanish/Mexican  and  Early  American  era  (1776-1848),  the  Gold  Rush  era  (1849- 
11857),  and  the  Late  19th  Century  era  (1858-1906)  were  systematically  examined. 

There  are  no  currently  recorded  prehistoric  archaeological  sites  identified  within  the  project  site. 
However,  in  its  natural  state,  the  project  site  was  situated  on  relatively  level  ground  at  elevations 
ranging  between  20-40  feet  above  mean  sea  level.  It  was  surrounded  by  a  series  of  undulating, 
brush-covered  sandy  hills.  A  tributary  of  Mission  Creek  was  located  no  further  than  one  block  to 
the  north  of  the  site;  one  historical  source  indicates  that  this  tributary  drainage  actually  transected 
the  site.  Another  drainage,  known  as  Dolores  Creek,  was  situated  roughly  two  blocks  to  the 
south  of  the  proposed  site.  Both  Mission  Creek  and  Dolores  Creek  (and  their  various  tributary 
drainages)  emptied  into  the  marshes,  situated  less  than  one  mile  to  the  east  of  the  project  site, 
surrounding  the  shoreline  of  Mission  Bay.  The  natural  state  would  have  been  generally  favorable 
to  the  establishment  of  prehistoric  settlements  and  the  possibility  of  encountering  previously 
unrecorded,  and  potentially  highly  significant  prehistoric  archaeological  resources  is  substantial. 
In  addition,  the  project  site  is  approximately  2  blocks  from  the  historic  Mission  Dolores  complex. 
Spanish  missionaries  tended  to  establish  their  churches  in  close  proximity  to  existing  Native 
American  settlements,  and  missionaries  were  drawn  to  the  same  geographical  and  topographic 
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features  -  i.e.,  proximity  to  water  and  sheltered  ground  -  that  had  given  rise  to  the  establishment 
of  earlier  Native  American  villages. 

There  are  no  currently  recorded  historical  archaeological  sites  identified  within  the  project  site. 
However,  the  possibility  of  encountering  previously  unrecorded,  and  potentially  highly  significant 
historical  archaeological  resources  is  substantial.  Archival  research  has  shown  numerous 
Spanish/Mexican  era  (1776-1846)  buildings  existed  in  direct  proximity.  During  the  Early 
American  and  California  Gold  Rush  eras  (1848-1857),  the  project  area  was  situated  near  the  heart 
of  the  small  community  that  existed  near  Mission  Dolores;  San  Francisco's  burgeoning  city 
center  region  was  located  between  2-3  miles  away.  The  1852  U.S.  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey 
map  of  San  Francisco  reveals  that  one  or  two  small  buildings,  most  likely  small  residential 
edifices,  had  been  erected  within  the  borders  of  the  present  subject  parcel.  Throughout  the 
remainder  of  the  19th  century  (1857-1906),  the  project  area  and  its  environs  remained  primarily 
residential  in  demographic  character,  with  an  increasing  assortment  of  associated  commercial  and 
industrial  enterprises  as  population  in  this  area  increased  with  the  growth  of  the  city.  The  1889 
and  1899  Sanborn  Fire  Insurance  maps  indicate  that  the  majority  of  the  site  was  occupied  by  two 
large  vegetable  gardens,  tended  by  Chinese  people,  with  a  variety  of  ancillary  buildings,  which 
were  completely  devastated  by  the  1906  Earthquake  and  Fire.  By  the  1914  edition  of  the 
Sanborn  Fire  Insurance  Maps,  the  site  was  utilized  by  one  of  the  City's  early  baseball  stadiums, 
with  the  street  frontages  still  taken  up  by  a  variety  of  single-family  dwellings  and  flats,  along 
with  a  greater  number  of  small  businesses. 

The  proposed  project  would  include  excavation  of  the  project  site  to  a  depth  of  up  to  about  9  feet 
for  the  removal  of  existing  partial  basements,  soil  excavation,  soil  replacement,  soil  compaction 
and  foundation  construction.  Although  there  is  no  indication  of  archeological  resources  at  the 
project  site  based  upon  archival  evidence,  there  is  potential  for  the  proposed  project  to  disrupt  or 
adversely  affect  previously  unknown  prehistoric  resources  and/or  historical  archaeological 
resources  from  the  prehistoric  period.  The  project  includes  Mitigation  Measure  6  (see  page  35) 
that  would  reduce  the  potential  impact  to  archaeological/cultural  resources  to  a  less-than- 
significant  level.  Archaeological  resources  will  not  be  discussed  further  in  the  EIR. 

Historic  Resources 

A  Draft  Historic  Significance  Evaluation,  Valencia  Gardens,  San  Francisco,  California  (July 
1997)  prepared  for  the  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority  identified  that  the  Valencia  Gardens 
Public  Housing  development  appears  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  under 
"Criterion  A,  due  to  its  association  with  the  social  and  architectural  history  of  public  housing, 
and  under  Criterion  C,  because  it  is  the  work  of  a  well-known  Bay  Area  architect,  landscape 
architect  and  sculptor,  and  embodies  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  the  Modern  style  associated 
with  the  Bay  Area."12  As  described  in  the  draft  report,  the  Valencia  Gardens  buildings  were 
designed  in  1941  by  architects  William  Wurster  and  Harry  Thomsen  and  include  landscape  design 
by  landscape  architect  Thomas  Church  with  eight  sculptures  designed  for  the  Valencia  Gardens 
site  by  local  sculptor  Benieminio  "Benny"  Bufano.  The  22  buildings,  arranged  in  a  serpentine 
plan  creating  three  formal  garden  courtyards  that  open  to  the  15th  Street  and  two  service 
courtyards  that  open  to  the  parking  area  at  the  north  end  of  the  site,  would  be  demolished  as  part 
of  the  proposed  project.  Valencia  Gardens  Public  Housing  was  surveyed  in  the  1976  Department 
of  City  Planning  (DCP)  Architectural  Inventory  and  rated  a  "0",  the  lowest  survey  rating, 
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denoting  "contributory"  or  of  "minor  or  no  importance,"  individually.  The  Valencia  Gardens 
site  is  not  a  designated  San  Francisco  Landmark,  nor  are  the  buildings  Category  I-IV  buildings  or 
within  any  historic  district  created  by  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  Valencia  Gardens  is 
not  included  in  the  California  Register  of  Historic  Resources.  Because  the  Valencia  Gardens 
Housing  appears  to  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register,  Architectural  Resources  will  be 
discussed  in  the  EIR,  including  the  potential  significance  of  the  Valencia  Garden  buildings,  and 
the  project's  relationship  to  other  historic  resources  in  the  vicinity. 

C.  OTHER 


Require  approval  of  permits  from  City  Departments  other 
than  the  Department  of  City  Planning  or  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection  or  from  Regional,  State  or  Federal 
Agencies? 

D.      MITIGATION  MEASURES 


1 .  Could  the  project  have  significant  effects  if  mitigation 
measures  are  not  included  in  the  project? 

2.  Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary  to  eliminate 
significant  effects  included  in  the  project?      X 

The  following  are  mitigation  measures  related  to  topics  determined  to  require  no  further  analysis  in 
the  EIR.  The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement  all  of  the  following  measures  as  part  of  the 
project.  In  addition,  the  EIR  will  contain  a  chapter  describing  mitigation  measures  proposed  as  part 
of  the  project  and  measures  that  would  be,  or  could  be,  adopted  to  reduce  potential  adverse  project 
effects  identified  in  the  EIR. 

Mitigation  Measure  1.  Construction  Noise 

a^       The  project  sponsor  shall  require  project  construction  contractor(s)  to  pre-drill  holes  to  the 
maximum  depth  feasible  on  the  basis  of  soil  conditions.  Contractors  shall  be  required  to 
use  construction  equipment  with  state-of-the-art  noise  shielding  and  muffling  devices. 

th       The  project  sponsor  shall  incorporate  any  noise  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the 
Noise  Assessment  of  the  Special  Environmental  Clearance  prepared  according  to  HUD 
regulations  (24  CFR  Part  51,  Subpart  B). 

Mitigation  Measure  2.  Air  Quality  /  Climate 

a.       The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  contractor (s)  to  spray  the  site  with  water  during 

excavation  and  construction  activities;  spray  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least 
twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling 
debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during  excavation 
and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions. 


Yes  No  Discussed 


X 


Yes  N/A  No 


X 
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b.       Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non- 
potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  The  project  sponsor  would 
require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for 
this  purpose.  The  project  sponsors  shall  require  the  project  contractor(s)  to  maintain  and 
operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and 
other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not 
in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  implementation  of  specific  maintenance 
programs  to  reduce  emissions  from  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of 
the  construction  period. 

Mitigation  Measure  3.  Geology  /  Topography 

a.  One  or  more  geotechnical  investigations  by  a  California-licensed  geotechnical  engineer  are 
included  as  part  of  the  project.  The  project  sponsor  and  its  contractors  shall  follow  the 
recommendations  of  the  final  geotechnical  reports  regarding  any  excavation  and 
construction  for  the  project.  The  project  sponsor  shall  ensure  that  the  construction 
contractor  conducts  a  pre-construction  survey  of  existing  conditions  and  monitors  the 
adjacent  buildings  for  damage  during  construction,  if  recommended  by  the  geotechnical 
engineer. 

b.  If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  shall  address  the  potential  settlement 
and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  on  this  discussion,  the  soils  report 
would  determine  whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey  should  be  done 
to  monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and  adjacent  streets.  If  a 
monitoring  survey  were  recommended,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  would 
require  that  a  Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of  the  Building  Code)  be  retained 
by  the  project  sponsor  to  perform  this  monitoring.  Instruments  shall  be  used  to  monitor 
potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Special  Inspector, 
unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during  construction,  groundwater  recharge  shall  be 
used  to  halt  this  settlement.  The  project  sponsor  shall  delay  construction  if  necessary. 
Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary  repairs  to  service  lines  under  the  street  shall  be 
born  by  The  project  sponsor. 

If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  project  sponsor  and  its  contractor  shall  follow  the 
geotechnical  engineers'  recommendations  regarding  dewatering  to  avoid  settlement  of 
adjacent  streets,  utilities,  and  buildings  that  could  potentially  occur  as  a  result  of 
dewatering. 

c.  The  project  sponsor  and  its  contractor  shall  follow  the  geotechnical  engineers' 
recommendations  regarding  installation  of  settlement  markers  around  the  perimeter  of 
shoring  to  monitor  any  ground  movements  outside  of  the  shoring  itself.  Shoring  systems 
shall  be  modified  as  necessary  in  the  event  that  substantial  movements  are  detected. 
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Mitigation  Measure  4.  Water  Quality 


a.  If  dewatering  were  necessary,  the  project  sponsor  shall  follow  the  recommendations  of  the 
geotechnical  engineer  or  environmental  remediation  consultant,  in  consultation  with  the 
Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works,  regarding  treatment,  if  any,  of  pumped  groundwater  prior  to  discharge  to  the 
combined  sewer  system. 

If  dewatering  were  necessary,  groundwater  pumped  from  the  site  shall  be  retained  in  a 
holding  tank  to  allow  suspended  particles  to  settle,  if  this  were  found  to  be  necessary  by 
the  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  to  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the  combined  sewer  system. 

b.  The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  general  contractor  to  install  and  maintain  sediment 
traps  in  local  storm  water  intakes  during  construction  to  reduce  the  amount  of  sediment 
entering  the  combined  sewer  system,  if  this  were  found  to  be  necessary  by  the  Bureau  of 
Environmental  Regulation  and  Management  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

Mitigation  Measure  5.  Hazards 

a.       In  addition  to  local,  state,  and  federal  requirements  for  handling  hazardous  materials  and 
soil  and  groundwater  containing  chemical  contaminants,  the  project  sponsor  shall  enter 
into  a  remedial  action  agreement  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health  pursuant  to  Health 
and  Safety  Code  Section  101480  et  seq.  At  a  minimum,  the  project  sponsor  shall 
undertake  the  following  work  and  any  additional  requirements  imposed  by  the  Department 
of  Public  Health  under  the  agreement  if  soil  samples  for  waste  characterization  and 
disposal  acceptance  indicate  that  chemical  concentrations  is  the  soil  are  above  any  of  the 
U.S.  EPA  Preliminary  Remediation  Goals  for  Residential  Soil  (PRGs). 

1.       In  the  event  that  contamination  is  discovered  during  redevelopment  activities,  a 
Phase  II  Environmental  Site  Assessment  shall  be  prepared  for  the  project  site.  It 
would  involve  the  collection  and  analysis  of  soil  and  groundwater  samples  as 
directed  by  the  site  assessment  consultant.  Sampling  shall  extend  at  least  to  depths 
proposed  for  excavation.  The  project  sponsor  shall  conduct  a  soil  and  groundwater 
investigation  to  assess  the  potential  for  soils  with  elevated  levels  of  arsenic,  if  any. 
Soil  or  groundwater  samples,  or  both,  would  be  collected  throughout  the  project 
site  as  directed  by  the  site  assessment  consultant.  This  assessment  shall  be 
completed  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or  similarly  qualified 
individual  prior  to  initiating  any  earth  moving  activities  at  the  project  site. 

If  it  were  determined  by  sample  collection  and  analysis  that  arsenic  is  present  on 
building  materials,  the  impacted  materials  shall  be  tracked  and  managed 
throughout  the  demolition.  If  deemed  necessary,  some  impacted  materials  shall  be 
mitigated  prior  to  demolition.  Soils  with  elevated  arsenic  concentrations  may 
require  excavation  and  off  site  disposal.  Soils  with  elevated  arsenic  concentrations 
shall  be  disposed  of  off  site  in  accordance  with  California  hazardous  waste  disposal 
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regulations  (CCR  Title  26)  or  shall  be  managed  in  place  with  approval  of  the 
California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DISC)  or  the  Regional  Water 
Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB). 

If  the  Phase  II  assessment  result  in  earth  moving  activity  that  requires  preparation 
of  a  Site  Safely7  and  Health  Plan,  in  addition  to  measures  that  protect  on  site 
workers,  the  plan  shall  include  measures  to  minimize  public  exposure  to 
contaminated  soils.  Such  measures  would  include  dust  control,  appropriate  site 
security,  restriction  of  public  access,  and  posting  of  warning  signs,  and  would 
apply  from  the  time  of  surface  disruption  through  the  completion  of  earthwork 
construction. 

The  project  sponsor  shall  implement  a  project  specific  health  and  safety  plan  (HSP) 
to  be  used  during  construction  activities.  The  HSP  shall  address  the  safety  and 
health  hazards  of  the  project  and  procedures  for  the  protection  of  construction 
workers  whom  may  be  in  contact  with  potentially  contaminated  soil.  The  HSP 
shall  also  specify  site  control  programs,  engineering  controls,  safe  work  practices, 
air  monitoring  requirements,  and  a  description  of  proper  personal  protective 
equipment.  The  plan  shall  also  include  measure  to  minimize  public  exposure  to 
potentially  contaminated  soil  (i.e.,  dust).  Such  measures  would  include  dust 
control,  appropriate  site  security,  restriction  of  public  access,  and  posting  of 
warning  signs. 

If  contaminated  soils  are  encountered  during  earth-moving  activities,  these  soils 
shall  be  disposed  of  off-site  in  accordance  with  California  hazardous  waste  disposal 
regulations  (CCR  Title  26)  or  shall  be  managed  in  place  with  approval  of  the 
California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC),  the  Regional  Water 
Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB),  or  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public 
Health  (DPH). 

2.  Prior  to  any  demolition  or  excavation  at  the  project  site  the  project  sponsor  shall 
conduct  surveys  to  identify  any  potentially  hazardous  materials  (other  than  e.g., 
asbestos,  and  lead-based  paints,  PCBs,  and  mercury)  in  existing  buildings  or 
building  materials.  At  a  minimum,  these  surveys  shall  identify  any 

poly  chlorinated  biphenyls,  mercury,  or  other  hazardous  materials  that  would 
require  removal  and  disposal  before  prior  to  demolition.  These  surveys  shall  be 
completed  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or  a  similarly  qualified 
individual. 

3.  All  reports  and  plans  prepared  in  accordance  with  this  mitigation  measure  shall  be 
provided  to  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  and  any  other  agencies 
identified  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health.  When  all  hazardous  materials  have 
been  removed  from  existing  buildings,  and  soil  and  groundwater  analysis  and  other 
activities  have  been  completed,  as  appropriate,  the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  to 
the  San  Francisco  Plarining  Department  and  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Public  Health  (and  any  other  agencies  identified  by  the  Department  of  Public 
Health)  a  report  stating  that  the  mitigation  measure  has  been  implemented.  The 
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report  shall  describe  the  steps  taken  to  comply  with  the  mitigation  measure  and 
include  all  verifying  documentation.  The  report  shall  be  certified  by  a  Registered 
Environmental  Assessor  or  a  similarly  qualified  individual  who  states  that  all 
necessary  mitigation  measures  have  been  implemented. 

Mitigation  Measure  6.  Cultural  Resources 

a.       Based  on  a  reasonable  presumption  that  archeological  resources  may  be  present  within  the 
project  site,  the  following  measures  shall  be  undertaken  to  avoid  any  potentially 
significant  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed  project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical 
resources.  The  project  sponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archeological 
consultant  having  expertise  in  California  prehistoric  and  urban  historical  archeology.  The 
archeological  consultant  shall  undertake  an  archeological  testing  program  as  specified 
herein.  In  addition,  the  consultant  shall  be  available  to  conduct  an  archeological 
monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  program  if  required  pursuant  to  this  measure.  The 
archeological  consultant  shall  prepare  an  archeological  research  design  (ARD)  that  shall 
include  an  historical  context,  an  assessment  of  research  potential  in  terms  of  research 
questions,  and  an  evaluation  of  the  significance  as  an  historical  resource  (CEQA 
Guidelines  Sect.  15064.5  (a)(c))  of  the  expected  archeological  resources.  The 
archeological  consultant's  work  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  this  measure  and  with 
the  requirements  of  the  project  archaeological  research  design  and  treatment  plan  (Archeo- 
Tec,  From  Bull  Fights  to  Baseball:  Archaeological  Research  Design  and  Treatment  Plan 
for  the  Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI  Project,  December  2002)  at  the  direction  of  the 
Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO).  In  instances  of  any  inconsistency  between  the 
requirements  of  the  project  archaeological  research  design  and  treatment  plan  and  of  this 
archaeological  mitigation  measure,  the  requirement  of  the  latter  shall  prevail.  All  plans  and 
reports  to  be  prepared  by  the  consultant  as  specified  herein  shall  be  submitted  first  and 
directly  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  comment,  and  shall  be  considered  draft  reports  subject 
to  revision  until  final  approval  by  the  ERO.  Archeological  monitoring  and/or  data 
recovery  programs  required  by  this  measure  could  suspend  project  construction  activities 
for  up  to  a  maximum  of  four  weeks.  At  the  direction  of  the  ERO,  the  suspension  of 
project  activities  can  be  extended  beyond  four  weeks  only  if  such  a  suspension  is 
necessary  and  is  the  only  feasible  means  to  reduce  to  a  less  than  significant  level  potential 
effects  on  a  significant  archeological  resource  as  defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines  Sect. 
15064.5  (a)(c). 

Archeological  Testing  Program.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  prepare  and  submit  to 
the  ERO  for  review  and  approval  an  archeological  testing  plan  (ATP).  The  archeological 
testing  program  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  approved  ATP.  The  ATP  shall 
identify  the  property  types  of  the  expected  archeological  resource(s)  that  potentially  could 
be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  the  testing  method  to  be  used,  and  locations 
recommended  for  testing.  The  purpose  of  the  archeological  testing  program  will  be  to 
determine  to  the  extent  possible  the  presence  or  absence  of  archeological  resources,  to 
identify  any  archeological  resources  found,  and  to  evaluate  the  significance  of  any 
archeological  resources  found  as  an  historical  resource. 
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At  the  completion  of  the  archeological  testing  program,  the  archeological  consultant  shall 
submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  to  the  ERO.  If  based  on  the  archeological  testing 
program  the  archeological  consultant  finds  that  significant  archeological  resources  may  be 
present,  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant  shall  determine  if 
additional  measures  are  warranted.  Additional  measures  that  may  be  undertaken  include 
additional  archeological  testing,  archeological  monitoring,  and/or  a  archeological  data 
recovery  program.  If  the  ERO  determines  that  a  significant  archeological  resource  is 
present  and  that  the  resource  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  project  sponsor  either: 

A)  the  proposed  project  shall  be  re-designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect  on 
the  significant  archeological  resource;  or 

B)  a  data  recovery  program  shall  be  implemented. 

Archeological  Monitoring  Program.  If  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological 
consultant  determines  that  an  archeological  monitoring  program  shall  be  implemented  the 
archeological  monitoring  program  shall  minimally  include  the  following  provisions: 

•  The  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant  shall  determine  what 
project  activities  shall  be  archeologically  monitored.  In  most  cases,  any  soils- 
disturbing  activities,  such  as  demolition,  foundation  removal,  excavation, 
grading,  utilities  installation,  foundation  work,  driving  of  piles  (foundation, 
shoring,  etc.),  site  remediation,  etc.,  shall  require  archeological  monitoring 
because  of  the  risk  these  activities  pose  to  potential  archaeological  resources 
and  to  their  depositional  context; 

•  The  archeological  consultant  shall  advise  all  project  contractors  to  be  on  the 
alert  for  evidence  of  the  presence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  of  how  to 
identify  the  evidence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  and  of  the  appropriate 
protocol  in  the  event  of  apparent  discovery  of  an  archeological  resource; 

•  The  archeological  monitor(s)  shall  be  present  on  the  project  site  until  the  ERO 
has,  in  consultation  with  project  archeological  consultant,  determined  that 
project  construction  activities  could  have  no  effects  on  significant  archeological 
deposits; 

•  The  archeological  monitor  shall  record  and  be  authorized  to  collect  soil 
samples  and  artifactual/ecofactual  material  as  warranted  for  analysis; 

•  If  an  intact  archeological  deposit  is  encountered,  all  soils-disturbing  activities  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  deposit  shall  cease.  The  archeological  monitor  shall  be 
empowered  to  temporarily  redirect  demolition/excavation/pile 
driving/construction  activities  and  equipment  until  the  resource  is  evaluated.  If 
in  the  case  of  pile  driving  activity  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  the  archeological 
monitor  has  cause  to  believe  that  the  pile  driving  activity  may  affect  an 
archeological  resource,  the  pile  driving  activity  shall  be  terminated  until  an 
appropriate  evaluation  of  the  resource  has  been  made  in  consultation  with  the 
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ERO.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  immediately  notify  the  ERO  of  the 
encountered  archeological  deposit.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  make  a 
reasonable  effort  to  assess  the  identity,  integrity,  and  significance  of  the 
encountered  archeological  deposit,  and  present  the  findings  of  this  assessment 
to  the  ERO. 

Whether  or  not  significant  archeological  resources  were  encountered,  the 
archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  of  the 
monitoring  program  to  the  ERO. 

Archeological  Data  Recovery  Program.  The  archeological  data  recovery  program 
shall  be  conducted  in  accord  with  an  archeological  data  recovery  plan  (ADRP). 
The  archeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult  on 
the  scope  of  the  ADRP  prior  to  preparation  of  a  draft  ADRP.  The  archeological 
consultant  shall  submit  the  a  draft  ADRP  to  the  ERO.  The  ADRP  shall  identify 
how  the  proposed  data  recovery  program  will  preserve  the  significant  information 
the  archeological  resource  is  expected  to  contain.  That  is,  the  ADRP  will  identify 
what  scientific/historical  research  questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected 
resource,  what  data  classes  the  resource  is  expected  to  possess,  and  how  the 
expected  data  classes  would  address  the  applicable  research  questions.  Data 
recovery,  in  general,  should  be  limited  to  the  portions  of  the  historical  property 
that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project.  Destructive  data 
recovery  methods  shall  not  be  applied  to  portions  of  the  archeological  resources  if 
nondestructive  methods  are  practical. 

The  scope  of  the  ADRP  shall  include  the  following  elements: 

•  Field  Methods  and  Procedures.  Descriptions  of  proposed  field  strategies, 
procedures,  and  operations. 

•  Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis.  Description  of  selected  cataloguing 
system  and  artifact  analysis  procedures. 

•  Discard  and  Deaccession  Policy.  Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and 
post-field  discard  and  deaccession  policies. 

•  Interpretive  Program.  Consideration  of  an  on-site/off-site  public 
interpretive  program  during  the  course  of  the  archeological  data  recovery 
program. 

•  Security  Measures.  Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the 
archeological  resource  from  vandalism,  looting,  and  non-intentionally 
damaging  activities. 

•  Final  Report.  Description  of  proposed  report  format  and  distribution  of 
results. 
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•    (Duration.  Description  of  the  procedures  and  recommendations  for  the 
curation  of  any  recovered  data  having  potential  research  value, 
identification  of  appropriate  curation  facilities,  and  a  summary  of  the 
accession  policies  of  the  curation  facilities. 

Human  Remains  and  Associated  or  Unassociated  Funerary  Objects.  The  treatment 
of  human  remains  and  of  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  discovered 
during  any  soils  disturbing  activity  shall  comply  with  applicable  State  and  Federal 
laws.  This  shall  include  immediate  notification  of  the  Coroner  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  and  in  the  event  of  the  Coroner's  determination  that  the 
human  remains  are  Native  American  remains,  notification  of  the  California  State 
Native  American  Heritage  Commission  (NAHC)  who  shall  appoint  a  Most  Likely 
Descendant  (MLD)  (Pub.  Res.  Code  Sec.  5097.98).  The  archeological  consultant, 
project  sponsor,  and  MLD  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  develop  an 
agreement  for  the  treatment  of,  with  appropriate  dignity,  human  remains  and 
associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  (CEQA  Guidelines.  Sec.  15064.5(d)). 
The  agreement  should  take  into  consideration  the  appropriate  excavation,  removal, 
recordation,  analysis,  custodianship,  curation,  and  final  disposition  of  the  human 
remains  and  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects.  If  the  human  remains  are 
not  Native  American,  the  archaeological  consultant  will  notify  the  Roman  Catholic 
Archdiocese  of  San  Francisco  who  will  be  afforded  a  reasonable  time  to  make 
recommendations  to  the  project  sponsor  and  consultant  for  the  treatment  and 
disposition  of  the  remains  and  associated  burial  items.  Following  consultation  with 
the  Roman  Catholic  Archdiocese,  a  procedure  for  the  treatment  of  non-Native 
American  human  remains  and  associated  burial  items  that  may  include  the 
preservation,  removal,  analysis,  curation,  or  reinternment  of  the  human  remains 
and/or  associated  burial  items  will  be  formulated  and  implemented. 

Final  Archeological  Resources  Report.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a 
Draft  Final  Archeological  Resources  Report  (FARR)  to  the  ERO  evaluating  the 
historical  importance  of  the  archeological  resource  and  describing  the  archeological 
and  historical  research  methods  employed  in  the  archeological 
testing/monitoring/data  recovery  program(s).  Information  that  may  put  at  risk  any 
archeological  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert  within  the 
final  report. 

Once  approved  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows: 
the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (number  of  copies  as  required  by 
SFRA);  California  Archaeological  Site  Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (1 
copy)  and  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (1  copy). 
The  Major  Environmental  Analysis  division  of  the  Planning  Department  shall 
receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies  of  any  formal  site  recordation 
forms  (CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places/California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In 
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instances  of  high  public  interest  in  or  the  high  interpretive  value  of  the  resource, 
the  ERO  may  require  a  different  final  report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than 
that  presented  above. 

E.  IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES 

The  following  Improvement  Measures,  which  have  been  agreed  to  by  the  project  sponsor, 
diminish  effects  of  the  project  that  are  identified  in  the  environmental  analysis  as  being  less-than- 
significant  impacts. 

Improvement  Measure  1.  Loading 

To  accommodate  large  truck  deliveries,  particularly  for  move-ins,  the  building 
management  shall  work  with  tenants  to  schedule  large  deliveries  and  block  off  on-street 
parking  spaces  in  the  private  street  with  cones  for  loading  activities.  To  accommodate 
passenger  loading  for  the  childcare  use,  two  on  street  parking  spaces  on  Valencia  shall  be 
designated  a  passenger  loading  zone  during  the  morning  drop-off  and  afternoon  pick  up 
periods.  This  shall  be  accomplished  though  project  sponsor  coordination  with  the  DPT. 

Improvement  Measure  2.  Limit  Construction  Movement  of  Off-Peak  Hours 

Any  construction  traffic  occurring  between  7:00  AM  and  9:00  AM  or  between  3:30  PM 
and  6:00  PM  would  coincide  with  peak  hour  traffic  and  could  impede  traffic  flow.  The 
impact  of  lane  closures  and  construction  traffic  would  decrease  the  capacity  of  streets  and 
slow  the  movement  of  traffic  (including  MUNI  buses).  To  the  extent  possible  for  future 
projects  in  the  study  area,  truck  movements  shall  be  limited  to  the  hours  between  9:00 
AM  and  3:30  PM  to  minimize  disruption  of  the  general  traffic  flow  on  adjacent  streets. 

Improvement  Measure  3.  Coordinate  with  City  Departments  to  Reduce  Traffic  and  Pedestrian 
Impacts  During  Construction 

The  project  sponsor  and  construction  contractor  shall  meet  with  the  Traffic  Engineering 
Division  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  and  the  Fire  Department  to  determine 
feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  and  pedestrian  circulation 
impacts  during  construction  of  the  project.  In  addition,  to  ensure  that  construction 
activities  do  not  impact  Muni  bus  stops  or  routes  in  the  area,  the  Project  Sponsor  shall 
coordinate  with  Muni's  Chief  Inspector  prior  to  construction. 

F.  ALTERNATIVES 

The  EIR  will  discuss  a  variety  of  alternatives  to  the  project  that  would  reduce  or  eliminate  any 
significant  environmental  effects.  At  the  least,  the  EIR  will  including  the  following: 

•  No-Project  Alternative 

•  Renovation/Reuse  Alternative 
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MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE 


Yes  No  Discussed 


1 .  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quality  of 
the  environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a  fish  or 
wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to  drop 
below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate  a  plant  or 
animal  community,  reduce  the  number  or  restrict  the  range  of 
a  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate  important 
examples  of  the  major  periods  of  California  history  or  pre- 
history? X  _  X 

2.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short-term,  to 

the  disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental  goals?    X  X 


3.  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental  effects  which  are 
individually  limited,  but  cumulatively  considerable?  (Analyze 
in  the  light  of  past  projects,  other  current  projects,  and 

probable  future  projects.)    X  X 

4.  Could  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on  human 

beings,  either  directly  or  indirectly?    X  X 

If  the  existing  Valencia  Gardens  buildings  are  determined  historically  significant,  their  proposed 
demolition  could  eliminate  an  important  example  of  California  history.  This  issue  will  be 
discussed  in  the  EIR.  The  proposed  project  is  not  anticipated  contribute  to  cumulative  noise 
levels  nor  cumulative  traffic  impacts.  The  project  is  not  anticipated  to  cause  a  substantial  adverse 
direct  or  indirect  effect  on  human  beings,  nor  does  it  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short-term,  to 
the  disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental  goals. 
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H.      ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY 

I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and 
a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment, 
there  will  not  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  revisions  in  the  project  have  been 
made  by,  or  agreed  to  by,  the  project  proponent.  A  MITIGATED  NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment, 
there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the  mitigation  measures, 
numbers    ,  in  the  discussion  have  been  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A 
NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment, 
there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the  mitigation  measures, 
numbers    ,  in  the  discussion  have  been  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A 
NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  an 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

m 


Date 


Gerald  G^£>t€en 
Director  of  Planning 
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DOCUMENT  PREPARERS 


EIP  Associates 

601  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  California  941 1 1 


CHS  Consulting  Group 
500  Sutter  Street,  Suite  216 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 


Notes: 


Lisa  Pagan,  Mission  Housing  Development  Corporation,  Memorandum  to  Gina  Messa,  EIP  Associates.  October  22, 
2002.  The  number  of  residents  to  be  relocated,  630,  is  from  an  actual  count,  which  is  different  from  the  1997 
residential  population  of  582. 

2  CHS  Consulting  Group.  Valencia  Gardens  Project  Transportation  Analysis.  October  30,  2002. 

J  Nibbi  Brothers  General  Contractors,  Memorandum  to  Lisa  Pagan,  September  19,  2002. 

4  BAAQMD,  CEQA  Guidelines.  Table  6,  Projects  with  Potentially  Significant  Emissions,  April  1996,  p.  24. 

5  CHS  Consulting  Group.  Valencia  Gardens  Project  Transportation  Analysis.  October  30,  2002.  Tables  3  and  4. 

6  Engineering/Remediation  Resources  Group,  Inc.,  Final  Report  Geotechnical  Investigation,  Valencia  Gardens, 
San  Francisco,  California,  September  20,  2001,  pp.  8-9. 

7  Engineering/Remediation  Resources  Group,  Inc.,  Final  Report  Geotechnical  Investigation,  Valencia  Gardens, 
San  Francisco,  California,  September  20,  2001,  p.  14. 

8  Engineering/Remediation  Resources  Group,  Inc.,  Final  Report  Geotechnical  Investigation,  Valencia  Gardens, 
San  Francisco,  California,  September  20,  2001,  p.  9. 

9  Engineering/Remediation  Resources  Group,  Inc.,  Environmental  Investigation,  Valencia  Gardens,  San 
Francisco,  California,  October  15,  2001. 

10  Health  Science  Associates,  Lead-Based  Paint  (LBP)  Inspection  and  Testing  Report  on  Valencia  Gardens  (CAL 
1-4),  Valencia  Gardens  Site:  Valencia,  Fifteenth  &  Guerrero,  December  6,  1994  and  SCA  Environmental,  Inc., 
Asbestos  Survey  Report  for  Valencia  Garden  Housing,  San  Francisco,  CA,  Volume  I  -  Summary  Report  & 
Exterior  (All  Buildings) ,  August  1994. 

11  Archaeo-Tec,  From  Bullfights  to  Baseball:  Archaeological  Research  Design  and  Treatment  Plan  for  the 
Valencia  Gardens  HOPE  VI  Project,  December,  2002. 

12  Carey  &  Company,  Draft  Historic  Significance  Evaluation,  Valencia  Gardens,  San  Francisco,  California, 
July  1997,  p.  10. 
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APPENDIX  B: 

NOTICE  OF  PLANNING  DEPARTMENTS 

REQUIREMENTS  MEMO 


FEB  12  2003  17:00  FR  00 


4158640376  TO  6935658 


P . 03/04 


PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

Cily  and  County  of  San  Francisco  •  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500  •  San  Francisco,  California  •  94103-2414 


MAIN  NUMBER 

(415)  558-6378 


DIRECTOR'S  OFFICE 
PHONt:  558-6411 

iTH  FLOOR 
FAX:  558-6426 


ZONING  ADMINISTRATOR 
PHONt.  558-6350 

5TH  FLOOR 
FAX  558-6409 


PLANNING  INFORMATION 
WIONE.  558-C377 

MAJOR  ENVIRONMENTAL 
FAX:  558-5991 


COMMISSION  CALENDAR 
INFO:  558-6422 

INTERNET  WKB  SITE 
WWW  SFGOV.ORG/PLANNrNG 


NOTICE  OF  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT  REQUIREMENTS 

January  16,  2003 


Lisa  Pagan 

Mission  Housing  Development  Corporation 
474  Valencia  Street,  Suite  280 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Fred  Pollack 

Van  Meter  Williams  Pollack 
1 8  De  Boom  Street,  1 51  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 


|\rprKjf?nnffi?i| 

|  JAN  2 1  2803 
.DLb^lbU  U  LStfi— ^ 


RE:     340*370  Valencia  Street         (Address  of  Referral) 

3546/002  (Assessor's  BlocK/Lot) 

2002.0809C  (Case  No.) 

The  Planning  Department  staff  urban  design  advisory  team  (UDAT)  has  reviewed  the  above 
project.  We  are  generally  pleased  with  the  project  and  are  anxious  to  see  it  move  forward,  but 
we  do  have  several  important  concerns  and  design  ideas.  We  understand  there  are  significant 
financial  and  other  limitations  in  developing  a  low  income  housing  project,  so  rather  than  list  off 
the  design  changes  we  want  to  see,  we  would  like  to  meet  with  you  to  discuss  these  concerns 
and  ideas  and  allow  you  to  provide  feedback  and  answers  to  some  of  our  questions.  Below  are 
some  of  the  issues  raised  at  the  UDAT  meeting: 

Interior  Streets: 

This  project  could  provide  a  model  for  how  a  woonerf  can  work  in  San  Francisco,  so  we  want  to 
be  sure  nothing  is  overlooked,  e.g.  paving  design,  grade  separation,  bollard  design  and 
placement,  street  lighting,  and  parking.  In  addition,  why  are  there  no  pedestrian  connections 
through  the  site  to  Albion  Street?  And  why  not  use  the  woonerf  treatment  on  the  Valencia-to- 
Guerrero  corridor?  Finally,  "rf  the  sidewalk  space  were  widened  to  15  feet  it  could  be  used  to 
satisfy  common  open  space  requirements  (see  Open  Space  below). 

Building  Design: 

The  buildings  of  the  project  appear  to  be  too  uniform  in  style  and  this  could  be  addressed  with 
more  variation  at  the  roofline  and  in  the  facade  materials  use.  The  rooflines  are  weak  and  might 
be  improved  with  stronger  cornices. 

Valencia  Street  Frontage: 

Valencia  Street  is  probably  the  most  important  of  the  block  faces  as  it  a  mixed-use 
neighborhood  commercial  street.  Currently  the  project  site  is  one  of  the  few  stretches  without 
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active  commercial  frontage.  Ideally,  the  ground  floor,  if  not  in  actual  commercial  use,  should  be 
designed  to  appear  as  commercial  street  frontage  with  recessed  entries  and  maximum  glazing. 
The  security  gates  and  stairs  running  parallel  to  the  street  use  up  a  lot  of  valuable  street 
frontage.  Finally,  the  screening  across  the  children's  play  area  might  be  improved  with  a  more 
decorative  design. 

Valencia/1 5m  Street  corner: 

This  corner  should  be  prominent.  We  would  like  to  see  this  corner  rise  to  a  higher  overall  height 
than  the  rest  of  the  project,  perhaps  with  a  prominent  architectural  feature  to  signify  the  gateway 
to  the  project. 

Open  Space: 

Planning  Code  Section  135  requires  that  each  dwelling  unit  have  access  to  a  minimum  of  100 
square  feet  of  private  usable  open  space  or  133  square  feet  if  that  space  is  for  common  use. 
Access  to  and  allocation  of  this  required  useable  open  space  is  not  clear  from  the  plans.  For 
example,  it  appears  that  only  the  ground  floor  units  have  access  to  the  rear  yard  open  spaces, 
and  the  upper  level  units  only  have  private  deck  or  balcony  space,  and  these  decks  are  typically 
only  48  to  64  s.f.,  less  than  the  minimum  100  s.f.  required  to  satisfy  the  private  open  space 
requirement.  There  is  additional  "open  space"  on  the  site,  but  very  little  would  qualify  as 
"common  usable  open  space"  under  the  definition  of  Section  135.  Please  provide  an  open 
space  plan  or  table  to  clarify  the  type,  amount  and  location  of  usable  open  space  available  to 
each  unit. 

Landscaping: 

Where  is  the  yard  equipment  stored  and  who  maintains  the  landscaping  such  as  the  front 
gardens,  residents  or  management?  Section  143  requires  that  street  trees  be  spaced  at  20  feet 
not  25  feet  as  drawn.  In  addition,  we  would  like  to  see  a  landscaping  plan. 

Details: 

We  would  like  to  see  details  for  the  fences,  lighting,  bollards,  balcony  railings,  windows,  doors, 
etc.  They  should  be  attractive  and  durable. 

UDAT  meets  every  Monday  afternoon  between  3:30  and  5:00  p.m.  Please  let  us  know  if  and 
when  you  can  spend  about  an  hour  with  us  to  discuss  the  project, 

Please  direct  any  questions  concerning  this  notice  to  Jon  Purvis  at  (415)  558-6354,  or  e-mail 
jonathan.purvis@sfgov.org. 


cc:  Marshall  Foster,  UDAT 
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